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CURRENT. TOPICS. 


| AN orpe, which we print in another column, transfers all the 
‘matters pending before Mr. Justice Fry to Mr. Justice Kay, as 
pfrom the 3rd of July, to be heard and disposed of by him 
a far and to such extent as he shall consider necessary or expe- 
dient. 





| THE FrREQUENcY and rapidity with which causes in the Chan- 

'cery Division are now transferred from one judge to another must 
be extremely puzzling to practitioners. If the practice is con- 

|tinued it will be almost as difficult for a practitioner in the 
Chancery Division to find out before what judge his cause is 
standing at a given time as it recently was to know in what court 
of the Queen’s Bench Division a cause would be tried. 





| Frupay is the last day on which the Court of Appeal sits 
at Westminster before the Long Vacation. On Saturday the 
court will not sit either at Lincoln’s-inn or at Westminster. On 


Monday the court will sit at Lincoln’s-inn and will take chancery 
appeals until it rises for the Long Vacation. 





WE ARE ENABLED to state that an important step is in con- 
templation with a view to relieving the block of cases in the 
Chancery Division. For reasons well known to the profession it 
has become a common practice to commence in that Division many 
actions of the kind known as common law actions. It is intended 
‘to transfer to the Queen’s Bench Division, as from the com- 
mencement of the next Michaelmas Sittings, all actions com- 
menced in the Chancery Division which are not of ier i. 
tion, by the 34th section of the Judicature Act, 1873, specially 
assigned to that Division. 





THE MODE in which this important step will be carried out is, 
we believe, still under discussion. It is presumed that the 
‘contemplated transfer will be under the 36th section of the 
Judicature Act of 1878, and under ord. 51, r. 2, of the Rules of 
‘the Supreme Court. The 36th section provides that any cause or 
matter may “at any time and at any stage, and either with or 
without application, be transferred by such authority and in such 
manner as the Rules of Court may direct from one Division to 
another,” and the rule says that the transfer may be made by an 

order made by the court or any judge of the Division to which the 
action is assigned, but with the consent of the President of the 
Division to which the action is transferred, There is, therefore, 
ull power to make the proposed transfer if the Lord Chief Justice 

onsents. The selection of the causes to be transferred will 
pbviously require great discrimination, and it is to be hoped that 
provision will be made that suitors shall not be put to any expense 
of re-transfer in any cause which, for any reason whatever, the 
leourt may find it necessary to re-transfer. 





'. Ir wAs ANNOUNCED in the House of Commons on Monday 
night that the courts in the building of the Royal Courts of Justice 
will be opened on the 2nd of November next, and that the clock 
will be psp in the tower before that time. The promise made 
in the sprirg of 1881, that the clock would be completed during 

the summer of that year, has hitherto remained unperformed, and 
the public had better not expect too much from this last utterance. 
As regards the opening, which is to take place on the first. day of 





the Michaelmas Sittings, there is very little doubt that nine or 
ten courts will be ready for use by that time, but it is doubted in 
some quarters whether all of them can be completed by that 
date. It is understood that the grand opening ceremony, which it 
was hoped would be iss yy by the presence of her Majesty, 
has been abandoned. 1e id procession of judges, which 
hitherto has taken place at Westminster Hall, may be anticipated, 
and nothing more. 





Tue Lorp CaAnceLLor, on the second reading of the Judi- 
cature Bill, explained that the provisions as to judges of the 
High Court sitting in the Court of Ap “ would not intro- 
duce an element of — constant stre: into the Court of 
Appeal, but would provide for emergencies, such as the 
illness of individual members of the court.’’ We are glad to know 
this, but if this is the object of the provision it ought to be 
expressed in the Bill, the power to request the attendance of 
judges of the High Court being limited to the illness or unayoid- 
able absence of a judge of the Court of Appeal. And may we 
again draw attention to the singular phraseology of clause 2? This 
clause is apparently intended to “introduce an element of” more 
“ constant strength” than clause 4, and it is very desirable that it 
should be so expressed as to raise no doubt as to the. nature of 
the “strength ” intended to be added, As it stands at present 
the clause is as full of doubt as if it were a section of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881. Any person who “ has held” the office of 
judge of the High Court is to be competent, if. he consents to do 
so, to sit in the Court of Appeal. A person holding the office of 
judge of the High Court may be said to haye also held it.. Then, 
again, the “ person” who attends the sittings of the Court of Appeal 
is, ‘‘ during such attendance,” to “have all the jurisdiction and 
powers of a judge of the said court, but he shall not otherwise be 
deemed to be a judge of the said court.” That is say, as regards 
jurisdiction and power, he is to be a judge of the court during 
his attendance. What can be the “ otherwise” in which he is 
not to be deemed a judge of the court during his attendance? 
The clause subsequently provides that the “person” is, “if a 
peer or privy councillor,” to “rank among the judges of the 
said court.” 





Ir 1s A COMMON HABIT of judges, when, as sometimes 
happens in the course of a litigation, the original subject-matter of 
dispute has disappeared or become of no importance, to say that 
the only question between the parties has become a mere matter 
of costs, and, without exactly declining to hear the case on that 
ground, to put such pressure on the parties as to compel them to 
make some arrangement between themselves as to the costs, or to 
be content to bear each his own costs. Any one frequenting the 
courts knows that what we refer to is a matter of constant occur- 
rence. We venture to think that this is often a mistake. There 
is, perhaps, a natural reluctance to decide questions no longer sub- 
stantially in dispute between the parties for the mere of 
determining the incidental question of costs. All English Jaidges 
dislike deciding questions not really at issue, and when a question 
is not directly in issue, but merely for an incidental y 
something of the same feeling is perp ping Pr i And, 
again, there is, we fancy, some sort of idea that, by the course of 
proceeding we allude to, the practice of running up costs unneces- 
sarily is discouraged. It seems to us, on the contrary, when the 
substance of the thing is considered, very doubtful whether the 
balance of justice and advantage is not in favour of deciding the 
questions that the parties seek to have decided even though only 
costs depend upon them. A litigant, to whom the question after 
all is generally one of money, naturally fails to a the dis- 
tinction between £100 debt ‘or and £100 costs. And, 
again, in many of these cases there is a very ie Cougar: 
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element concerned. Sometimes both parties or their solicitors are 
somewhat to blame, and have been in some respects unreasonable 
and litigious, but very often the blame is altogether, or chiefly, on 
one side. In such cases it is very hard for the reasonable and 
blameless litigant to be left without remedy because it is a “ mere 
question of costs,” and to have to pay his own costs of proceedings 
in which his opponent has conducted himself in an unreasonable, 
litigious, or vexatious manner. It seems to us that justice is often 
interested in having questions fought out, though merely the costs 
depend upon them. 





Ir A MAN DIES of injuries received by being run over through 
the negligence of a railway company’s servants at a level crossing, 
his widow cannot recover for the loss caused to his estate by the 
medical expenses incurred between the injury and the death, 
whereas, if he had been a passenger, and had received injuries 
resulting in death, she would have been able to recover for a 
similar “ loss to the estate.” Such is the result of the authorities 
on the curious point first mooted in Bradshaw v. Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Railway Company (L. R. 10 C. P. 180), as explained in 
the recent case of Pulling v. Great Eastern Railway Company 
(L. R. 9Q. B. D. 110) by Denman, J., who, with Grove, J., decided 
Bradshaw’s case, in which it was held that the widow of a passen- 
ger was entitled to recover. As is pointed out in the judgments, 
Bradshaw's case proceeded on the ground that the action was for 
a breach of contract to carry safely, so that the maxim actio per- 
sonalis moritur cum persona could not apply; and to the same 
effect are dicta in the older cases of Knights v. Quarles (2 B. & B. 
102) and Alton v. Midland Railway Company (34 L. J.C. P. 
292). But there is no breach of contract, but a breach of duty 
merely, or, in legal phraseology, a tort, in a case where any member 
of the public, not being a passenger, is injured by negligence at 
a level crossing; and, as is observed by Denman, J., “ none of 
the authorities go so far as to say that where the cause of action 
is in substance an injury to the person, the personal representa- 
tive can maintain an action merely because the person so injured 
incurred in his lifetime some expenditure of money in consequence 
of the personal injury.” The distinction is probably sound in 
law, if somewhat artificial and obscure, and it is of especial 
consequence to bear it in mind, as the ruling in Bradshaw's case 
was questioned in Leggott v. Great Northern Railway Company 
(L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 599) by Merror and Quaryn, JJ. Indepen- 
dently of authority, we agree with Grove, J., that, whether the 
action be for breach of contract or duty, it is very hard to see 
why the damage to the estate, which would be clearly recoverable 
if the injured party lived, should be the less recoverable in case 
of his death. 





WE oBsERVE with satisfaction that Mr. Justice Fry has this 
week, in a case of Elliot vy. Langston, set rigorous bounds to the 
doctrine of the validity of verbal contracts collateral to written 
leases. In the case which set the doctrine afoot (Morgan v. 
Griffith, L. R. 6 Ex. 70) the decision was based on the fact that 
the plaintiff would not have signed the lease unless the verbal 
collateral promise had been given. But in Erskine v. Adeane 
(21 W. R. 802, L. R. 8 Ch. 756) Lord Justice James gave a 
much wider scope to the rule. He said that, “ While there was 
an agreement going on for a lease which was to contain certain 
stipulations only, a promise was made, or a representation which 
amounted to a promise, by [the landlord] that the game of which 
the tenant was then complaining should be so dealt with as not 
to amount to a serious nuisance to the tenant”—and this 
promise the court held to be valid. It would be very 
dangerous to allow any promise or representation made during the 
negotiations for a lease to constitute a collateral verbal contract. 
In order to constitute such a contract there ought to be a promise 
on the strength of which the tenant signed the lease, and without 
which he would not have signed it. And, as Mr. Justice Fry 
(who was counsel for the landlerd in Erskine v. Adeane) has 
pointed out in the recent case, the evidence of this promise, and 
that it was the condition of the lessee’s signing the lease, ought to 
be very clear, for “ there isa strong presumption that the parties 
intended the whole of the agreement to be contained in the written 
document, and that whatever else might be intended to be done 








should be left to honour and not be binding.” We venture to 
think that it is matter for great regret that this should only be a 
presumption, for there can be little doubt that it expresses the 
true state of the case in almost every instance. The lengths to 
which the doctrine of collateral agreements might be pushed are 
illustrated in the recent case, where one of the verbal representa- 
ions alleged by the plaintiff to constitute an agreement collateral 
to a lease of offices was that “ a housekeeper lived in the back 
kitchen who had no children,” whereas it appeared that the house- 
keeper had a husband and children, and lived partly in the back 
kitchen and partly on the ground floor. If the recent action had 
succeeded we should have had applications to set aside leases of 
offices on the ground of collateral agreements by the lessor as to 
the housekeeper’s temper, temperance, and tidiness. 





A CORRESPONDENT says :—‘ The recent deaths of two of the 
oldest solicitors have induced me to make up the following list 
of the oldest solicitors on the rol]—gentlemen in this year’s 
Law List, who were admitted before 1821 :— 


1812 E.T. J. Wittr1amson (London) 
1813 T.T. R. Gamien a 
1815 ,, J. Ctayron (Newcastle). 
1816, A. Dunn (Patrington). 
1817 H.T. S. WrrxriaMs (Clapham). 
»  1.T. J. Hat (Castleton). 
» M.T. J. Goren (London). 
1818 H.T. L. Desporovex _,, 
ES » Jd. BLACKFORD ‘ 
oo AES OO ap ne 
1819 H.T. A. H. Jenxrns (Gloucester). 
cS »  W.P. Prxcuarp (Taunton). 
» 1. T. W.Dagerrs (Liverpool). 
»  M.T. G. Durrant (Norwich). 
1820 H.T. T. T. De Lasaux (Canterbury). 


W. Beate (Maidstone). 
W. Suiater (Manchester). 
W. Wiseman (Woburn).” 


” ” 





Ir WAS STATED in a case of Truningerv. Keene, before the Court of 
Appeal on Monday (which will be found reported elsewhere), that it 
is not an uncommon practice for the solicitor of a party who has 
issued a writ of elegit, instead of delivering it in due course at 
the office of the under-sheriff in order that a warrant to levy may 
be issued to the sheriff’s officer, to deliver the writ to a sheriff's 
officer in order that he may obtain the warrant, ‘‘a small fee 
being paid to him for the purpose ;” and it was stated that ‘‘some 
advantage is supposed to be derived from thus securing the per- 
sonal attention of the officer.” We know nothing of the case 
before the court, but we may point out that if this practice has 
become common, the benefit supposed to accrue from it is likely to 
disappear. So long as the “small fee” was an exceptional thing, 
it might secure “ personal attention,” but when it is the common 
practice, special personal attention is likely to become less vigilant. 
It would seem that in the recent case the fee did not prove very 
efficacious in securing attention, and the decision in the case shows 
that if the writ is delivered by the execution creditor or his soli- 
citor to a clerk of the sheriff’s officer, the creditor cannot (in 
the absence of proof of direct authority from the officer to his 
clerk to receive such writs) sue the sheriff's officer for negli- 
gence in not procuring the warrant in time. 





Ir 1s saTIsFactoRY to learn from the report of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society that they have prepared an amend- 
ment, to be moved by Mr. Grecory, M.P., to the clause in the 
Conveyancing Bill which provides for the abolition of the acknow- 
ledgment of deeds by married women. The amendment provides 
that one commissioner, not interested in the matter, should be 
sufficient, instead of two as at present required, and that no other 
certificate of acknowledgment should be necessary than @ 
memorandum indorsed on the deed, signed by the commissioner, 
to the effect of the present certificate, and that no affidavit should 


be required. This seems to meet the requirements of the case 


very fairly. 















See. Ametaee,  P Met, Sit, aio nd 
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SET-OFF AGAINST CALLS ON SHARES. 


THE rule in chanvery in the winding up of a limited company, 
established by the decision in Grissell’s case (14 W. R. 1015, 
L. R. 1 Ch. 528), that in such winding up a contributory who is 
also a creditor of the company is not entitled to set off against 
calls made on the shares held by him either his debt or any dividend 
which may, after the date of the call, come to him on his debt, was 
held in Jn re Duckworth (15 W. R. 858, L. R. 2 Ch, 578), and Hx 
parte Strang (L. R. 5 Ch, 492), not to apply to the case where the 
contributory had become bankrupt. such case it was held 
that, the ordinary jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery not ex- 
tending into bankruptcy, the rules of por gp od apply, and 
that the debt must be set off against the calls, whether the claim 
be made in the bankruptcy or in the winding up. The reasons 
for this decision are aaah by Lord Cairns in his judgment in Jn 
re Duckworth, as follows :—“ Where there is no bankruptcy, the 
Court of Chancery, in winding up a company, has subject to its 
jurisdiction, the liquidator, the contributories, the creditors, and 
the other shareholders, and the course which the Court of Chan- 
cery is to take is pointed out by the Companies Act, 1862. 
According to the true construction of that Act, the Court of 
Chancery is precluded from allowing the application of any 
set-off as between the liquidator and the persons who have 
to pay calls. That is the positive enactment of a statute 
made upon due consideration, the expediency of which is 
obvious; and such has been the decision of the court. In the 
case of a bankrupt contributory very different considerations 
apply ; the ordinary jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery does not 
extend into bankruptcy, and in the administration of a bank- 
rupt’s estate the Court of Bankruptcy must pursue the directions 
given by its own statutes. In the [Bankruptcy] Act of 1849 the 
enactment of the 171st section is that where there are mutual 
debts between the bankrupt and any other person, one debt or 
demand may be set off against another. Now, putting out of con- 
sideration the Act of 1862, would there not in this case be a set- 
off under this section? My opinion is that there clearly would.” 
That decision was given upon the 171st section of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1849, but it will equally apply to section 39 of the Act of 
1869, which gives the right of set-off in cases of mutual dealings, 
&e., so that the law may be taken to be well settled in this 
respect, so far, at least, as the facts of the case in Jn re Duck- 
worth carry it; but there appears to be no decided case which 
carries the effect of that decision any further. 

Until the decisions of Bacon, V.C., in Gill?’s case (27 
W. R. 934, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 755), and of Fry, J., ir He 
parte Brown (27 W. R. 869, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 823), it was 
open to question whether, by virtue of section 10 of the 
Judicature Act, 1875, the whole effect of the decision in 
Grissell’s case was not now done away with. That section pro- 
vides that, ‘in the winding up of any company under the Com- 
panies Acts, 1862 and 1867, whose assets may prove to be 
insufficient for the payment of its debts and liabilities and the 
costs of winding up, the same rules shall prevail and be observed 
as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors, 
and as to debts and liabilities proveable, . . . as may be in 
force for the time being under the law of bankruptcy with respect 
to the estates of persons adjudged bankrupt ; and all persons who 
in any such case would be entitled to prove for and receive divi- 
dends out of the assets of any such company, may come 
in under the winding up of such company and make 
such claims against the same as they may respectively be entitled 
to by virtue of this Act.” By section 39 of the Bankruptey Act, 
1869, it is provided that, “ where there have been mutual credits, 
mutual debts, or other mutual dealings between the bankrupt and 
any other person proving or claiming to prove a debt under his 
bankruptcy, an account shall be taken of what is due 
from the one party to the other in respect of such 
mutual dealings, and the sum due from the one party shall 
be set off against any sum due from the other party, and the 
balance of such account and no more shall be claimed or paid on 
either side respectively.” Is not this section (which, according to 
ed ing in In re Duekworth, provides a right of set-off against 
caus In 


e case of the bankruptcy of the contributory), by virtue 








of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, incorporated into the 
law of the winding up of companies so as to give a right of set- 
off in all cases, whether the contributory becomes or 
not, thereby practically overriding the implication against such a 
right of set-off in the case of a limited company contained in 
section 101 of the Companies Act, 1862, and rendering inarplic- 
able to the present law the rule laid down in Grissell’s case? 
And must not the rule of set-off contained in section 39 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, be taken to be one of the rules “as to 
debts and liabilities proveable . . in force for the time being 
under the law of bankruptcy with respect to the estates of 
persons adjudged bankrupt,” and, therefore, within section 10 of 
the Judicature Act, 1875 ? 

Startling as this argument may appear in its effect, there seems 
to be great plausibility in it. If the mutual credit clause of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, is by the section of the Judicature Act 
made applicable to the winding up of companies at all, it must be 
so in its entirety, and all decisions thereon must be equally applic- 
able; ergo, the decision in In re Duckworth would hereafter apply 
in all cases. But Bacon, V.C., and Fry, J., in the cases we have 
cited have decided that Grisse/l’s case is still law, notwithstand- 
ing that section, and we think those decisions would be upheld 
if the point ever came before the Court of Appeal. The section, 
it is well understood, was intended specially to alter the old rule 
in chancery which gave a secured creditor a right to prove for 
the full amount of his debt, and receive dividends thereon pari 
passu with the other creditors, and retain his security against 
any unpaid balance of his debt; the rule in bankruptcy being 
that a secured creditor must deduct the value of his security from 
his debt, und only be allowed to prove for the balance, and, so far, 
the court has not shown any disposition to extend the application t 
of the section any further than the words of the section clearly i 
indicate. 

The rule laid down in Grissell’s case being then still law, 
the point has recently arisen whether any limitation can or 
must be put upon the right of set-off in case of a bankrupt i 
contributory in the following hypothetical case:—A., a con- 
tributory of a company in liquidation, was liable for calls made 
in the winding up of the company amounting to £10,000, 
and he was also a creditor of the company on another account for 
a like sum of £10,000. His assets beyond this claim against the 
company were valued at £5,000, and he owed to creditors, in 
addition to his liability for calls, £2,000. He was, therefore, 
unable to pay the amount of the calls, and these being pressed 
against him, he became bankrupt. In the bankruptcy the right 
of set-off arose as laid down in Jn re Duckworth, and consequently 
the company was not able to make any proof against his estate. 
All his other creditors were paid the full amounts of their debts, i 
with interest, under thé uptcy, and after payment of costs i 
there was a surplus of £2,500. In the winding up of the company i 
a dividend of five shillings in the pound only could be paid to the i 
creditors, but if A. had paid the full amount of the calls for which i 
he was liable, ten shillings in the pound could have been paid to i 
the creditors of the company. In that case A. would have received i 
his dividend of ten shillings in the pound on his debt, which would Wy 
have amounted to a return of £5,000, his other £5,000 being Hi 
absorbed in making up the dividend of ten shillings in the pound 
to the other creditors. Had the company any claim-to the i 
surplus of £2,506 arising in the bankruptey, or—the right of set- H 
off having arisen in the bankruptey—was A. thereby absolutely il 
released from the liability for calls, and so entitled to such — 
under section 45 of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, and rule 137 of Ht 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1870? 

The logical conclusion to be deduced from the judgment of 
Lord Cairns would, at first sight, appear to be that the right of 
set-off having, under the rules in bankruptcy, once arisen, the 
claim for calls was thereby absolutely discharged and could not, i 
under any circumstances, be again revived. But it must be borne . 
in mind that the prospect of a lus arising in the bankruptcy i 
was not, in any way, raised in the case, and the decision was only Ht 
directed to settling the rights as between the company and the Wi 
creditors in the bankruptcy, and not as between the ey my and 
the bankrupt himself. Still, once having decided that rules 
in bankruptcy alone were applicable to the case, it is difficult to 
see how it could afterwards logically be held that, in any 
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circumstances, those rules should cease to operate and, the other 
creditors being paid off under the bankruptcy, the surplus assets 
of the bankrupt should become liable to a claim which had also 
been discharged by set-off under the same bankruptcy. And, 
were it not for the difficulties which we shall proceed to point out, 
this would certainly be the opinion at which we should, almost 
unhesitatingly, arrive. 

The first objection to such a conclusion which suggests itself is, 
that if A. were entitled to such surplus, then he would, by reason 
of his bankruptcy, gain a sum of money at the expense of the 
company. To make this proposition more clear, suppose he had 
not become bankrupt, and out of the £5,000 of assets which he 
possessed he had paid off all his other creditors, the company 
would then be entitled to enforce payment pro tanto against the 
remaining £3,000 of assets, thus entirely divesting A. of all his 
assets. But by getting himself made bankrupt he would deprive 
the company of that amount for his own benefit. That would 
pees be against the policy of the bankrupt laws, which are 
intended to work justice as between creditors, but not to entirely 
upset for the benefit of debtors, and to the detriment of creditors 
or persons claiming against them, express rules and regulations of 
equity laid down by statute and the courts. Then, to work out 
the case further, suppose that, in addition to the company, A. had 
had only one creditor for just sufficient an amount to be able to 
make him bankrupt, a bankruptcy in such a case, where the 
liabilities proveable would amount to £50 only, and the assets to 
£5,000, would appear very like a farce. Still, without bankruptcy 
A. would be unable to pay his liabilities which would then include 
the £10,000 for calls, and there is nothing in the Act to prevent 
a man being made bankrupt in such a case, if he owes sufficient 
to constitute a petitioning creditor’s debt and commits an act of 
bankruptey. But the fact that the result of his becoming bank- 
rupt would, if the decision in In re Duckworth were held to apply 
without limit to all cases of bankrupt contributories, be as we have 
pointed out, suggests the equity of putting such a limit upon the 
application of that decision as would prevent such a result from 
accruing. 

Again, if the application of the decision in Jn re Duckworth is 
not to have any limit placed upon it, what is there to prevent a 
person with assets sufficient to enable him to pay all calls upon 
him, yet procuring himself to be made bankrupt so as to defeat the 
claim of the company, and obtain the application of the right of 
set-off in the bankruptcy for his own benefit, thus opening up a 
method of entirely evading the provisions of the Companies Act, 
1862, and the rule in Grissell’s case? If the court were of 
opinion that there was collusion in instituting the proceedings 
in bankruptcy between the debtor and the petitioning creditor 
with this object, then possibly it would consider the whole proceed- 
ing an abuse of the machinery of the court, and on that ground 
dismiss the petition. But that case, though an extreme one, is in 
principle really no more than the one we have been discussing. In 
either case the result would be a pecuniary benefit to the contribu- 
tory at the expense of the company, and this would be an anomaly 
which we think the court would find some means of defeating. 








At the Doncaster Borough Sessions, on Tuesday, the only case for trial was 
one in which four boys were indicted for house-breaking, Mr. Sbirley 
prosecuted, and Mr. Cordeaux de‘ended. Another member of the bar was also 
present, but disengaged. Directly the jury had retired to consider their 
verdict, Mr. Verity, of the firm of Verity & Baddiley, solicitors, rose and 
requested the recorder (Eigar Meynell, Esq.) to cancel the crder made about 
a year ago by which exclusive audience was given to the barin that court. It 
was a great hardship, hesaid, on him personally that, though a solicitor, he 
was not allowed to prosecute or defend criminals in his native town. It was 
also a great hardship on the prisoners that they should not have a large choice 
of counsel. Only three members of the bar, he pointed out, had attended these 
sefsions, and there were four prisoners, each of whom bad a right to be 
separately defended. Mr. Cordeaux, as leader of the bar present, said that it 
was unreasonable toexpect more than three barristers tocome when there was 
only one case, and it was known beforehand who had got that. In answer to Mr. 
Verity's point about each of the four prisoners having the right to be 
separately defended, the case was not likely to arise; but prisoners should 
arrange to be cefended before the day of trial. Moreover, Mr. Cordeaux 
blamed the clerk of the peace for not sending circulars round to the barristers 
usually attending as at other places. Mr. Shirley added that he thought 
that solicitors had no right of audience at quorter sessions where tbe bar 
attended, and that barristers did not need any order to entitle them to exclusive 
audience. The recorder, however, differed from this view, saying that, though 
—— not vary his order at present, he should do so if more members of the 
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THE ELECTRIC LIGHTING BILL, 


Tue Electric Lighting Bill, which has now been printed as 
amended by the Select Committee of the House of Commons to 
which it was referred, may be fairly expected to become law 
during the present session. The Select Committee appears to 
have added some half-dozen clauses of importance to the original 
twenty clauses of the Bill, which we will now shortly abstract and 
criticize in its amended form. 

The Bill begins by empowering (clause 2) the Board of Trade 
to license any local authority—i.e., any town council or 
improvement board or other authority, as defined by the 
schedule, or any company or person, to supply electricity with- 
in any area. The license, which is to be for five years only, 
renewable, however, at the end of that time “ upon oh terms and 
conditions as the Board of Trade may determine,’ may not be 
applied for without previous public notice, and it is particularly 
provided as follows :— 

‘« The license may make such regulations as to the limits within which 
and the conditions under which, a supply of electricity is to be compulsory 
or permissive, and for enforcing the performance by the licensees of their 
daties in relation to such supply, and for the revocation of the license 
where the licensees fail to perform sach duties ; and generally may contain 
such regulations and conditions as the Board of Trade may think expedient," 


This clause is repeated with greater particularity by a “ clause 
B.,” which will, we presume, be substituted for it, and which 
provides for securing a sufficient supply of electricity, and for 
limiting the ey to be charged, and it is added that not only 
may the Board of Trade from time to time make “ such regula- 
tions as they may think expedient for securing the safety of the 
public from personal injury, or from fire, or otherwise,” but that 
they may from time to time “amend or repeal any regulations 
which may be contained” in the license; and further, that the 
local authority may, “in addition to any regulations which may 
be made under the preceding provisions of this section for 
securing the safety of the public, from time to time make, 
rescind, alter, or repeal bye-laws for further securing such 
safety.” It will be seen that a very close and lasting super- 
vision is to be intrusted to the Board of Trade, and it may 
perhaps be feared that the ardour of promoters may be too 
much damped by these clauses until something positive is known 
of the manner in which the Board of Trade will administer them. 
A five years’ license renewable on “ conditions,” and revocable 
“where the undertakers have, in the opinion of the Board of 
Trade, practically failed to carry the powers granted to them 
into effect within a reasonable time,” is not a very satisfactory 
guarantee for the expenditure of capital. Clause 3, however, 
authorizes the Board of Trade to make provisional orders having 
the same effect as the licenses, but not terminable except by 
compulsory purchase, as we will mention presently. These pro- 
visional orders may be confirmed by special Act of Parliament in 
like manner as provisional orders of other kinds are confirmed. 
With regard to the prices to be charged, we observe that clause 
11 provides that, barring undue preference and excess of the 
limits fixed by the license, the undertakers may “make such 
charges for the supply of electricity as may be agreed upon.” 
This may give rise to difficulty, as it suggests the possibility of 
separate bargains with individual consumers, and of frequent 
changes of price. It should surely be stipulated that prices may 
not be varied, say, more than once a year, or without a reasonable 
notice. 

A clause, “F.,” contains the salutary provision that the under- 
takers shall not be authorized to place any electric line above 
ground without the express consent of the local authority, and 
adds that a court of summary jurisdiction, “where any 
electric line has been placed above ground, upon com- 
plaint made, if they are of opinion that such electric line is, or is 
likely to become, dangerous to the public safety, may, notwith- 
standing such consent as aforesaid, make an order directing and 
authorizing the removal of such electric line by such person and 
upon such terms as they may think fit.” A slight amendment 
seems needed here. In case the local authority are themselves 
the licensees, it should be the Board of Trade, not the local 
we whose consent should be required for the above-ground 
works. ; 
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A clause “ G.” has been inserted for the protection of canals, and 
clause 14 most elaborately and effectually protects “ any telegraph 
line of the Postmaster-General,” but there is no special provision as 
to waterworks, and a suggestion which we believe at one time found 
favour with the Select Committee, that the pipes containing electric 
wires should be specially marked, has not been inserted in the Bill. 
Considering that a fifth kind of pipe is now to be added to the 
four kinds—the drain-pipe, the water-pipe, the gas-pipe, and the 
telegraph-pipe—which already run through our streets, we think 
this omission is to be regretted. The only special mention of gas 
is highly significant. It is provided by a clause “ O.” that in any 
area where gas undertakers are “ under any general or limited 
obligation to supply gas on demand,” 


‘* The Board of Trade may, upon the application of such gas undertakers, 
inquire into the circumstances of the case, and if they are satisfied that any 
specified part of such area is sufficiently supplied with electric light, and that 
the supply of gas in such specified part has ceased to be remunerative to the 
undertakers, and that it is jast that such gas undertakers should be relieved 
from the obligation to supply gas upon demand as aforesaid, the Board of 
Trade may, in their discretion, make an order relieving the gas undertakers 
from such obligation, . either wholly or in part, and upon such 
terms and conditions as they may think proper.” 


There is, however, no corresponding provision relieving elec- 
tricity undertakers in their turn from the obligation to supply 
electricity in cases where the supply has, by the license (see clause 
“ B.” (a)), been made compulsory. 

The remaining clause which calls for notice is that which pro- 
vides for compulsory purchase of an electricity undertaking by a 
local authority. It is first to be observed that this clause 
applies only to cases where the undertaking was originally 
authorized by special Act or provisional order, and has 
no application to the licensees working under the re- 
newable license of the Board of Trade. The effect of the 
clause is that within six months after the expiration of a 
period of fifteen years from the date of the Act authorizing the 
undertaking, and within six months after the expiration of every 
subsequent period of five years the local authority may force a 
sale to them of the undertaking, “upon terms of paying the 
then value of all lands . . . and plant . . . suitable to 
and used for the purposes of the undertaking, such value to be, 
in case of Mlctaaie danced by arbitration, . . without 
any addition in respect of compulsory purchase or of goodwill or 
of any profits which may, or might haye been, or be, made from 
the undertaking, or of any similar circumstances.” These pro- 
visions are plain enough. They are toa certain extent copied 
from the provisions in pari materid of the Tramways Act, 1870. 
By section 43 of that Ket local authorities may force a sale of 
tramways “upon terms of paying the value exclusive of any allow- 
ance for past or future profits of the undertaking, or any compen- 
sation for compulsory sale, or other consideration whatsoever,” 
but the period after the expiration cf which the powers of pur- 
chase may be exercised, is fixed at 21 and 7 instead of 15 and 5 
years. The exorbitant price, which was calculated as payable 
upon a proposed compulsory purchase of the metropolitan 
waterworks which has now fallen into abeyance, will no 
doubt be urged as an argument for the insertion of these clauses 
into the Electric Lighting Bill. If promoters choose to set on 


foot electricity undertakings with such provisions staring them in | rig 


the face, the Legislature cannot be reproached with unfairness. 
But we fear that the closeness of this prospective bargain may 
prove to be an additional means of unduly checking that private 
commercial enterprize without the aid of which neither railways, 
tramways, gasworks, or waterworks would have been constructed. 








In the current Biennial Report of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 
the Sandwich Islands, says the Albany Law Journal, we find several novel 
criminal offences noted ; for example, selling eau de cologne as a beverage, 
fishing with giant powder, playing truant from school, disobedience’to’parents, 
enppeedion. of offences, Hoomanamana, deserting parents, refusal to leave 

ouse, 


A movement has been set on foot for commemorating the jubilee year of the 
United rte — — by the oe of a erry 3, Mr. whi g 
Rogers, the esteeme orary secretary, . William May, of 3, Serjeante’- 
inn, has undertaken to aot as ceeai < bi and it is desired that intending 


subscribers should send their names to him before Saturday, the Sth inst, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


IN RE CLEW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal,} 


Sir,—I wish to call your attention to the judgments delivered by 
Grove and Lopes, JJ, in the above case, reported in last week’s Werxty 
Reporter, p, 704. 

No doubt the particular conviction appealed against was bad, becanse 
it simply adjadged imprisonment in default of payment, without stating 
that it appeared to the court that there were no goods whcreon to levy 
the amount. 

But the judges go much further than merely quashing the conviction, 
and say that section 21 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, does not 
apply at all to cases under the Licensing Acts, but refers to other Acts 
under which persons may be convicted and punished by fine, and, in 
default of payment of the fine, by imprisonment. But these last are 
Acts under which no distress warrant could issue at all, and section 21 
expressly deals with cases (such as those under the Licensing Acts) 
where a distress warrant is authorized, and with no others, 

The judges are, therefore, reported to have said that section 21 applies 
solely to Acta to which it can have no possible application. The judges 
must be supposed to have meant something by their observations, and I 
should be very glad if any of your readers can give any clue to what 
their real meaning was. The matter is one of considerable importance, 

A Justices’ Crzex. 


[The report of the judgments is, we are assured, correot. We propose 
hereafter to consider how the cruw propounded by our correspondent is 
to be eolved.—Ep, S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Copyricut — inrrincement—“ Book ”"—ApDVERTISEMENT — ILLUSTRATED 
Catatoaue—Coprnicut Act, 1842(5&6 Vicr. c. 45), s, 2.—In @ case of 
Maple & Oo. v. The Junior Army and Navy Stores, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 29th ult., a question arose upon the effect of the Copyright Act of 1842— 
viz., whether the protection given by it extends to a book published by a 
trader as an advertisement of the goods which he sells, The Act gives copy- 
right to “‘every book,” and by section 2 “book” is defined as inclading 
“every volume, part, or division of a volume, pamphlet, sheet of 
sheet of music, map, chart, or plan, separately published.” In this case the 
plaintiffs were cabinet-makers, upholsterers, and general furniture dealers in 
Tottenham-court-road. They had for some time past issued, by way of adver- 
tisement, to their customers and thé public an illustrated catalogue; called 
their “Illustrated Catalogue of Furniture,” containing engravings and plates 
of the articles of furniture sold by them. They complained that the defend- 
ants had issued a catalogue contaioing engravings and plates copied from, or 
which were a colourable imitation of, those in the plaintiffs’ catalogae, and 
they claimed an injanction to restrain the defendants from printing, pablish- 
ing, issuing, and distributing any catalogues containing any engravings, 


or illustrations of furniture copied from, or which were a colourable of, 
those for the first time published in the plaintiffs’ catalogue. ‘The plaintiffs’ 
engravings had been for them at great expense from sketches taken 
by artists employed by t and the plaintiffs’ catalogue had been duly 
registered at Stationers’ Hall under the Act. Hall, V.0., held that this 
catalogue was a subject of copyright, that it was a book, and, — such, — 


the Co; ht Act. His lordship accordingly granted an injun 
pratense contended, on behalf of the defendants, that a book whi 
used merely as an advertisement was not within the right Act, a 
not be the subject of copyrizht, reliance being placed on the decision to: 
of Lord Romilly, M. R., in Cobbett v. Woodward(20 W. R. 963, L. R. 14 
Jessi, M.R., said that, in his opinion, this catalogue 
ight. The first question was whether it was a “ 
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things as “ picture-books,” and they were always 
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was used could not affect the copyright of it. The view of Lord Romilly would 
not bear legal examination. The majority of the authorities was against the 
notion that the use of a book as an advertisement would affect the copyright. 
Was there any reason why the court should not adopt the literal meaning of 
the Act ? Was not the reason the other way ? What had the appellants to 
say for themselves? Simply this, that they thought they might copy the 
plaintiffs’ engravings with impunity, and thus appropriate the labours of 
others without paying for them. They were not persons who were entitled 
to call on the court to narrow the meaning of an Act of Parliament. It was 
the duty of the court to construe an Act of Parliamentin a rational way, and 
in furtberance of the interests of justice. Linpuey, L.J., was of the same 
opinion. The plaintiffs’ book was an original one, and originality of design, 
as distinguished from literary merit or skill, was the test in regard to copy- 
right. The plaintiffs’ catalogue was a book, and it came within the defini- 
tion in the Act. There would be no difficulty in the matter but for the deci- 
sion in Cobbett v. Woodward, If that case could be reconciled with others, 
and had been followed, his lordship would have been very slow to dissent 
from it. Butit appeared very difficult to reconcile it with other cases of equal 
authority, such as Hotten v. Arthur (1 H. & M. 603) and Grace v, Newman 
(23 W, R. 517, L. R, 19 Eq, 623), and his lordship thought it could not be 
reconciled on any intelligible principle, He thought that a book containing 
literary matter with illustrations, wll put together, was fairly within the Act. 
And there was no reasop why the court should be astute to discover a loop- 
hole by which to protect defendants who bad done that which could not be 
justified. Theappeal must be dismissed, with costs. 

In the course of the argument a question arose as to the effect of the case 
of Bogue v. Houlston (5 De G, & 8, 267). It wassaid that the report of that 
case showed that the plaintiff claimed copyright in certain stories, as well as 
in the illustrations which were published with them. Jxssex, M.R., sent for 
the original record, and said that it appeared from the bill that the plaintiff in 
that case claimed copyright in nothing but the illustrations,—Soxicrrors, 
Tewin § Co, ; Lumley § Lumley. 





PracriceE—TrRiaAL or Acrion—CHANGE oF VENUE—DISCRETION OF 
Court—AprvzaL—Orp. 36, kr. 1.—In a case of Mutch v. Wilson, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 29th ult., a question arose as to the change of venue in 
the action. The action was brought by a husband and wife, who resided at 
Leicester, against the proprietors of a colliery in Cumberland, and of a tram- 
way which crosses at a level a public highway leading from Maryport t» 
Workington. On the 17th of November last the wife, who was then staying 
with an aunt at Maryport, was being driven in @ phaeton by her aunt’a coach- 
man along this highway, when, on crossing the defendants’ tramway, a 
collision took place between the phaeton and an engine and trucks belonging 
to the defendants, which were being driven along the tramway, and the wife 
was seriously injured. The — claimed £25,000 damages, on the ground 
that the accident was caused by the negligence of the defendants and their 
servants. The plaintiffs gave notice of trial at Leicester. The defendants 
denied the alleged negligence, and alleged contributory negligence on the part 
of the coachman. They also alleged that the laying and working of the tram- 
way across the public highway was not unlawfal, because the right to lay and 
work it had been claimed and enjoyed from time immemorial, without 
interruption by the public, by the defendants and their predecessors in title. 
The defendan's also alleged that the tramway was justified under a private 
Act of Parliament. The defendants applied to the court to have the venwe 
changed, and the trial ordered to take place at Carlisle. The application was 
refused by a master, then by Lopes, J., and sgain by a divisional court con- 
sisting of Grove and Mathew, JJ, The defendants appealed. Jusset, M.R., 
said tbat a change of venue was dependent on the preponderance of 
convenience—i.¢., with a view to the attainment of justice, It was 
practically a matter within the discretion of the jadge to whom the 
application was made. He must know, partly from the evidence and 
partly from his own experience, whether there was such a preponder- 
ance of convenience in favour of changing the venue as to justify him in 
changing it. No doubt an appeal would lie from his decision, but it was 
certainly the duty of the Court of Appeal to say that such an appeal would 
not be entertained—that is, that it would be dismissed, uoless the court was 
satisfied that there had been a gross miscarriage, a mistake which amounted to 
@ denial of jastice. If no such rule were laid down, the court would be 
«ncouraging the wealthy litigant to wear oot bis opponent and overlade him 
with costs by appealing from every order, His lordship did not say this was 
so in the present case ; indeed, he was satisfied for other reasons that the pre- 
sent appeal was a bona Jide one, and that the defendants really wished to have 
the venue changed, But it was n to adhere to the rule. Indeed, in 
the present case, his lordship was not persuaded thet the order was wrong; on 
the contrary, he thought it was right. The defendants said that this was a 
county action; that the Jocus in quo was near Carlisle; and that their 
witnesses, who were numerous, all resided in or about Carlisle. They also 
raid it was essential the jury should have aview of the place. They said again 
that many of the plaintiffs’ witnesses also resided at Carlisle. On the other 
hand, the female plaintiff resided at Leicester, and was in such a state of 
health owing to this unfortunate accident that she was unable to go 
to Carlisle. She was an important witness at the trial for the plaiotiffs, 
perhaps the most important. It was said that she would be called only to 
excite the sympathies of the jury. His lordship was not eure that she would 
not be able to testify to many of the material facts. Onght the court to 
deprive the plaintiffs of this important witness ? Certainly not. It was 
seid that the trial of the action might be postponed to the next spring 


astizes. His lordship did not think that the defendants had aright to call 
for a postponement of the trial. The female plaintiff might die in the mean- 
time, and then her evidence would be lost altogether. A postponement of the 
trial could not be allowed. Ifso, was it conducive to the interests of justice 
learly 


t-at the plaiatifis ghould be deprived of their most material witness ? 


not. Then it was said that a view ofthe place by the jury was Lng yd 
If it was essential, of course it must be provided for insome way. But, in 
first place, if it was desirable, though it could not be obtained legally if the 
trial was at Leicester, it could no doubt be managed by arrangement between 
the parties. And, in the next place, io his lordship’s opinion, a view was not 
absolutely necessary. He had had a good deal of experience in trials of actions 
relating to interference with roads or with light, and he had never found any 
difficulty in trying them. if the parties took care to produce models of a proper 
sizeand proper photographs, In this way the positions of physical objects 
could be ascertained, og therefure a view was not really necessary. Another 
point was that Leicestershire being what might be described asa grass county, 
while Cumberland might be called a mining county, the views of a Leicester- 
shire jury atout tramways crossing a public road might be very different from 
those of a Cumberland jury. But the venue could not be changed on any such 
ground, A postponement of the trial being out of the question, and the hard. 
ship of depriving the plaintiffs of their most material witness being much 
greater than any hardship which would result to the defendants from the trial 
taking place at Leicester, the order of the divisional court was right, and the 
appeal must be dismissed. Linptey, L.J., said that some limit must be imposed 
on the right of appeal, and the court ought to discourage such appeals unless 
they were nernes on Very cogent grounds, The question of changing a venue 
was a matter of discretion. It was the right of the plaintiff to fix the place of 
trial, bat this right was subject to the control of the court, and if it could be 
shown that, on the whole, justice required that the venue shonld be changed, 
the court would change it, Bat after the decisions of a master, a judge, and 
a divisional court, it was an abuse to appeal, except under very cogent circum- 
stances. In the present case it appeared to his lordship absolutely essential 
that the female plaiotiff should be put in the box at the trial, if she could be 

ot there, andthat, to his mind, concluded the case. The appeal ought not 
to have been brought.—Soricirors, Bompas, Bischoff, & Dodgson; Thomas 
Wright, 





Rartway Company—Neciicence—Damages—Liasitity TO REPAIR AND 
Licut Postic Hicuway.—Ia acase of Lancaster v. The South-Eastern Rail- 
way Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th ult., a question arose 
as to the liability of a railway company for an injury resulting to a passeng r 
in consequence of the defective state of a footpath leading to a station of the 
company, which had been constructed by them on land of their own. The 
plaintiff, on January 2, 1881, took a return ticket from London Bridge to 
the Greenhithe Station of the company. From this station a footpath lead ing 
to a neighbouring village ran along the side of the railway, on land belonging 
to the company, for a distance of about five hundred yards. This path was 
at one spot interrupted by an artificial cleft, dowa the siles of which, which 
were steep chalk banks, the path was carried by wooden steps. In returning st 
night by this footpath to the station to take the train to London, the plaintiff, not 
being able to see the steps from the extreme darkness of tie night, mirs.d 
his footing and was precipitated from the top to the bottom of the steps, thereby 
sustaining considerable injury, He claimed compensation {rom the company 
on the ground that, being on the premises of the company, by their invita- 
tion, for the. purpose of travelling by their line, ‘they were liable for 
the damage occasioned by their not having placed a light at the steps. At 
the trial, Lord Coleridge, ©.J., gave judgment for the defendants. It 
appeared that the plaintiff had been in the habit of using the pegs oe on pre- 
vious visits to Greenhithe, but, until January 2, 1881, always by daylight. 
On the first oocasion he had asked the station-master the nearest way to tho 
village, aud was told that he could go by the footpath if he liked. JassEL, M.LR., 
said that the company had provided a public highway which was open to the 
use of all persons, and when that way was once provided they had nothing 
more to do with it. He could not understand how this action could have been 
brought, except on the principle that railway companies were fair game on 
questions of compensation, The footpath in question was clearly a public high- 
way, with no liability on the part of the company to repair or light it. The fact 
that the plaintiff was told more than a year before that it was the nearest 
way to the place to which he wanted to go was no invitation to him to use it, 
and certainly be was not invited to go along it by night in the derk. There 
was, in point of fact, no invitation, nor anything like an invitation, on the 
part of the company so as to affect them with any liability, It would be not 
only contrary to law, but also contrary to reason if the court were to allow 
the railway company to be mulcted in damages in a case like this. The 
judcment was perfectly right. Linptey, L.J., and Bowen, L.J., concurred.— 
Soxicitor, W. H. Herbert. 





Contract oF APPRENTiCESHIP—PLACE OF PERFORMANCE—REMOVAL OF 
Mastek—Breacn.—In acase of Eaton v. Western, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 4th inst., the question arose whether there had been a breach 
of a contract of apprenticeship by reason of the removal of the business of the 
master to a place different from that at which it was carried on at the time 
when the contract was entered into. The action was brought by a father and 
his infant son for damages for breach of the covenants and agreements con- 
tained in an indenture of apprenticeship entered into between the plaintiffs 
and the defendants on the 12th of January, 1877. At that time the defeod- 
ants were carrying on their business of mechanical engineers in Lambeth, ia 
which place, also, the infant resided with his father. By the deed the iofant 
was bound apprentice to the defendants in the ordinary way for six yeats, and 
was to serve them and to obey their lawfal commands. And the father 
covenanted with the defendants that he would, at all times during the term, 
provide his son with suitable board and lodging, washing and clothes, and all 
other necessaries, and that the son should fathfully serve the defendants as 
their apprentice during the term, And, in consideration of this, the defendan‘s 
contracted with the infant and his father to teach the infant their business in 





the usual manner, and to pay him certain wages. In 1879 the defendants re- 








@tes oF =o ® enon & A ma A mans... 


—— 
ae. 





_. wa 


a ae 9 Ne Se ee ee ee eae ae 








July 8, 1882, 


Ae 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 563 








moved their businessto Derby, and required all their apprentices to remove 
there, offering to pay their railway fare there and to pay them, if they removed, 
increased wages duriog the remainder of their terms, or, in the alternative, to 
have their indentures cancelled, and to make them a present of four weeks’ 
wages. The infant plaintiff, with the consent of his father, refused to go to 
Derby, and the defendants thereupon refused to continue bim as their appren- 
tice. This action was then brought in the Surrey County Court, and judg- 
ment was given for the plaintiffs. On appeal to the Queen’s Berch Division 
this jadgment was reversed. The divisional court (Mathew and Cave, JJ.) 
were of opinion that they were bound by the decision of the Queen’s Bench 
D vision (Grove and Bowen, JJ.) in tha recent case of Royce-v. Charlton 
(30 W. R. 274, L.R, 8Q. B.D. 1). In that case a deed of apprenticeship 
contained the usual provision that the master should teach the apprentice, 
but there was no express provision as to the place where the contract was to 
be performed by the master. The apprentice’s mother, with whom he resided, 
agreed to provide him with board < lodging during the term. And it was 
held that no stipulation could be implied that the contract of the master was 
to be performed at the place where the master carried on business and the 
apprentice and his mother resided at the date of the deed, and that there was 
no breach by reason of the master removing his business to « distant place. 
In Eaton v. Western the Court of Appeal (Jesszt, M.R., Sir James Hannen, 
and Lryptey, L.J.) disapproved of this decision, and reversed the decision of 
Mathew and Cave; JJ., which was founded on it. They said that the case 
was quite different from that of an indoor apprentice in which the master was 
bound to provide the apprentice with board and lodging. It would not bea 
reasonable constraction to hold that the father was bound to provide the son 
with board and lodging at any place to which the master might choose to re- 
move his business. The master’s command to the apprentice to remove to 
Derby was not lawful aod reasonable, and the apprentice was not bound to 
obey it. The decision of ‘the county court was accordingly restored.—Soxtct- 
ToRS, Bordman § Oo. ; Western § Sons. 


Suenire’s OrFicer—NEGLIGENCE—Degtivery OF Writ.—Io a case of 
Truninger v. Keene, before the Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst. a question 
arose as to the liability of a sheriff's officer for negligence iu not obtaining a 
warrant to levy under a writ of elegit. It appeared that it is a not uncommon 
practice for the solicitor of a party who has issued a writ of elegit, instead of 
delivering it in due course at the office of the under-sheriff in order that a 
warrant to levy may be issued to the sheriff’s officer, to deliver the writ to 
one of the sheriff’s officers in order that he may obtain the warrant, a small 
fee being paid to him for the purpose. Some advantage is supposed to be 
derived from thus securing the personal attention of the officer. In the 
present case a writ of elegit was delivered in this way to @ clerk of the defend- 
ant, who was a sheriff's officer, in order that a warrant to levy might be 
obtained. The procuring of the warrant was so much delayed, that, before 
it was issued, the execution debtor had filed a liquidation petition, and the 
plaintiff (the execution creditor) thus lost the priority which he would have 
obtained if the levy had been made in time. ‘he plaintiff claimed dimages 
from the sheriff’s officer for negligence in not procuring the warrant in time. 
At the trial withont a jury Mathew, J., ordered judgment to be entered for 
the defendant, on the ground that it was not proved that the defendant's clerk 
had any authority from him to receive the writ. An order nisi for a new 
trial was obtained, on the ground that the judge had refased an application to 
postpone the trial in order to enable the plaintiff to procure the attendance of 
a witness whose evidence was alleged to be material, The Court of Appeal 
(Jessex, M.R., and Linney, L,J.), discharged the rule, on the ground that 
it is not part of the duty of a sheriff's officer to receive writs of execution 
directly from the execution oreditor or his solicitor, and that, consequently, 
the defendant's clerk in receiving the writ was not acting in the ordinary 
course of the business of a sheriff's officer, and his act could not, therefore, 
bind his principal in the absence of express authority from him. The evi- 
dence did not prove any such authority, and if the absent witness had proved 
all which it was stated thet he could have proved, his evidence would not 
have amounted to more than this, that it was a common practice for sheriffs’ 
officers to allow their clerks tu receive writs from the solicitors of execution 
creditors. There was, therefore, no ground for a new trial.—So.icirors, 
M, Abrahams § Co. ; Abbott, Jenkins, § Abbott. 





Company—WINDING uPp—WisHEs or Cazpirors—Oompantes Act, 1862, 
8. 91.—Ina case of Jn re The Great Western Coal Consumers’ Company, 
before Fry, J., on the 1st inst., a question arose 98 to the regard which the 
court should pay to the wishes of the creditors of 2 company in reference to 
the making of a winding-up order. The petition was presented by the first 
mortgagees of the company’s property, who were also the holders of some 


’ debentures of the company. The petition was opposed, not only by the com- 


pany and by some of the shareholders, but also by a large number of the credi- 
tors. The amount of the debts due to the opposing creditors was consider- 
ably more than double the amount due to the petitioners and those creditors 
who supported the petition, Substantially the whole of the company’s 
property was mortgaged, and it did not appear that there was much proba- 
bility of a surplus. There was evidence that the position of the company was 
improving, and that, if it was allowed to continue its business, it was probable 
that it would be able to pay the interest on the mortgages, which had been 
in arrear for some gag Mey gradually to extinguish the mortgage debt. 
Under these circumstances Fry, J., declined to make an immediate winding- 
up order, but directed that the petition should stand over for six months, or 
until the petitioners should, no the six months, take some 

to enforce their eg the company ors an un » 28 Was given in 
Inre St. Thomas’ Company (24 W. R. 544, L, R, 2 D. 116), not to 
wind up volontarily, and not to consent toa -up order on the petition 
of any other creditor, and also to give notice in to the petitioner of 


the presentation of any other winding-up petition, and of any proceeding being 
taken by any other m or atbetteeboldes to enforce his secarity. 
Fay, J., said that the court ought, no doubt, to have regard to the wishes 
the creditors, but it oaght not to regard merely the number of the 

and the value of the debts due to them, but it should consider also the reasons 
which they gave for their wishes. In the present case the 
had shown good reasons for their opposition to the making of an 
winding-up order ; they were also more in number and value than the creditors 
who supported the petition, and, therefore, the court ought to attend to their 
wishes, and not make an immediate winding-up order. Another reason for 

to this conclusion was, that the petitioners would not gain anythiog by a wind- 
ing-up order. In the winding up, the court would have to administor only 
the equity of redemption of the mortgaged property, and substantially the 
whole of the company’s property was included in the mortgage*, and in the 
security of the debenture-holders. Therefore no practical benefit would result 
to the petitioners from a winding-up order.—Sortcrrors, Clarke, Woodcock, 
& Ryland ; Wilkins, Blyth, $ Dalton ; Jones, Blawland, $ Son, 


i 





Lrurtzp Company—Fravuputent Prospecrus—RectiFication Or Reais- 
TER—Lacues OF PLaintiyrF—Companies Act, 1862, s. 35.—In the case of 
Levy v. United Horse Nail Company (Limited), before Chitty, J., oa the 30th 
ult., a motion was made by the plaintiff for the rectification of the register of 
shareholders of the company by the removal of the plaintiffs name therefrom 
in respect of 50U shares applied for by and allotted to biw, and also for the 
return to him by the company of £250 paid in allotment. The ground of the 
motion was that the plaintiff was induced to take the shares in consequence of 
fraudulent representations contained in the us issued by the company. 
From the evidence produced by the plaintiff it appeared that on the 2nd of 
June, 1881, he believed, and stated his belief, that so mener was not a 
bond, fide one, but the present proceedings were not instituted until March of 
the present year. Cuirry, J., said that the plaintiff had not shown that he 
was misled by any representation of the kind he alleged, or, indeed, that there 
was any fraudulent misrepresentation at all, and that the motion, on these 
grounds, must be dismissed with costs. There was also another ground which 
was a sufficient one for dismissing the motion, and that was the delay of the 
plaintiff in making his application to the court.—Sonicrrors, Walter B. 
Styer ; Heritage & Co. 

Peririon—AProrntment or New Trustee—Trustex Acts, 1850, 1852 
—Converanctinc Act, 1881.—In the case of In re Oakden's Trusts, 
before Chitty, J., on the 1st inst., a petition was nted by the tenant 
for life of trust fands comprised in the will of a deceased testator for the 
appointment of a new trustee of the will in substitution for one of the two 
original trustees who was dead. Currry, J., said that the proper course was 
to appoint a new trastee under section 31 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
without coming to the court. In the nt instance he d make the 
order with the view of sparing the parties expense, but similar petitions would, 
in future, be dismissed with coste.—Soxicrrors, Aldridge, Thorn, & Morris, 
for Leech, Smith, & Broughall, Derby; Geare & Son; G, F. Hudson, 
Matthews, & Co, 


Partition Acts—SaLE FREE From IncuMBRANCES—CONVEYANCING Acr, 
1881, 8. 5.—In the case of Dickin v, Dickin, before Chitty, J., on the 
1st inst., a consent order was sought under the Partition Acts for the sale of 
hereditaments which were subject to an annuity of £20 in favour of @ person 
not made party to the action, and it was proposed that the property 
be sold under the provisions of the Conveyancing Aot, 1881, s. 5, free from 
the incumbrance of the annuity. Ouxrrry, J., made the order asked for, 
with a direction that out of the purchase-money to be paid into court such 
an amoant as, when invested in Government securities, the court should 
consider sufficient to provide for the annuity of £20 aud costs should be set 
aside and invested as a provision for sach annuity, and thereupon that any 
party should be at liberty to apply for a declaration that the hereditaments 
were free from the annaity.—Sorrcrrors, Milne, Riddle, § Mellor, for 
Withington, Petty, & Boutflower, Manchester ; C. W, Dommett. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Reotstrar Murray, acting as Chief Jadge.) 
April 26; May 17; Jane 28.—Re Currie. 
A pension of £90 13s. 10d. per year granted by the Madras Medical 
Fund to the bankrupt, as the unmarried daughter of a deceased medical 
officer in the Indian Army, held to pass to the trustee under the bank- 
ruptcy, subject to the provisions of section 90 of the Bankruptcy Act. 
But the amount to be set apart involves a question of discretion. 


This was an application on behalf of Cecilia Osdogan © »& 
bankrupt, for an order that, notwithstanding the appointment of James Holsh 
an trnstey of Che cohete cand effects Of See Sesteaey the 

£90 13s. 104. derived from the Madras Medical aud — 
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time with the object of securing a provision for his widow and each of his 
children, sons until they attained the age of twenty-one years, and daughters 
until death or marriage. The pension was payable quarterly upon the bank- 
rapt’s declaration that she was unmarried. She also stated that, owing to the 
action of her creditors, she had been deprived of the whole of her income, and 
the pension was her sole means of support. If by an order of this court che 
was deprived of the pension, she had no means of subsistence whatever, and 
she would be compelled to seek parish relief, Her relatives and friends were 
prreons of small means, or they bad large families dependent upon them, and 
they would not afford her any assistance or support. 

Mr. Huot, one of the officers of the Madras Medical Fand, gave evidence in 
regard to the nature of the pension. He produced the code of regulations of 
the fand, which was formed for the purpose of providing annuities for the 
widows and children of deceased medical officers. He said there were various 
branches of the fand. The rales called the income a‘ pension.” 

F, C. Willis, in support of the application.—The income ia this case cannot 
be attached, and the bankrupt is entitled to the money. The trastee’s applica- 
tion must proceed noder section 90 or not at all. The money cannot be received 
from the fuod unless the bankrupt makes a declaration that she is still 
vomarried. So fat from it being a “ pension,” it is property which the 
deceased officer bought by subscribing to a provident fond, 

F. Turner, for the trustee.—The income represents property purchased with 
money in a particular way, and passes to the trustee. It is payable partly 
out of subscriptions and partly out of the capital fund, and if the officers fail 
to subscribe, they lose the benefit of the fund. The pension is capable of 
being assigned, and, if so, it passes to the trustee: Wallcock v. Terrell (L. R. 
3 Ex. D. 828). He also cited Sansom v. Sansom (L. R. 4 P. D. 69); Hop- 
kins v. Clark (11 L. T. N.S. 204). The trustee was willing to allow the 
bankrupt £10 103. per year out of the pension. 

Willis, in reply.— Willeock v, Terrell was decided under a particular Act 
of Parliament which gave power to attach. If the property in this case be 
attacLed, the authorities may decline to pay, because the bankrupt cannot 
sign a declaration in the form required. 

Judgment was postponed for a time in Consequence of the case of Ex parte 
Huggins pending in the Court of Appeal. 

June 28.— Mr, Recistrarn Murray said there was no doubt the pension 
passed to the trustee as property of the bankrupt. In Ez parte Huggins 
the registrar decided that the pension passed, and the whole of it was 
receivable by the trustee. That decision was vatied by the Court of 
Appeal, their lordships considering that, althongh the declaration wae 
right, and that the pension was assignable and passed to the trustee, yet, 
notwithetanding, the right of the trustee to the whole pension was con- 
trolled by section 90, and he could not appropriate the whole of the estate. 
His postponement of the decision was therefore fully justified, and tke 
exposition of the Court of Appeal Re Huggins had relieved him from all 
difficulty in regard to the construction to be put on the several sections of 
the Act. The amount to be set apart involved a question of discretion. 
He was of opinion that if he were to adopt the proposal of the trustee, and 
leave only £10 10s. per annum for the bankrupt, he should be depriving ber 
of the necessary means fof support, and such an order would almost 
savour of oppression. Bat, at the same time, regard must be had to the 
interests of the creditors, and the bankrupt could have no right to complain 
at having to reduce her expenditure, which in some respects seemed to 
have been somewhat extravagant, having regard to the means at her 
disposal. (Upon this point the registrar referred to the statement of 
affaire.) Under all the circumstances of the case, and bearing in mind the 
difficulty which a lady in the bankrupt’s position would probably experience 
in finding any employment which might enable her to eke ont any additional 
income, he was of opinion that the proper order would be that out of the 
quarterly instalments of the pension to be received by the trustee there 
should be allowed and paid to the bankrupt in each quarter the sum of 
£13 13e,, being at the rate of £1 1s. per week, the balance of each such 
quarterly instalment to be retained by the trustee and applied by him as 
part of the estate of the bankrupt in due course of administration. The 
costs of all parties would be paid out of the estate. 

Solicitor for the bankrupt, 7’. P. Frame. 

Solicitor for the trustee, H, Rumney. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Covet or AprgaL, Lincotn’s Inn (from Queens Bench Division), 
(Before Jzssext, M.R,, and Lispiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) 
Jane 30.—Sterry v. Honywood. 

This was an appeal by the defendant, Sir John Honywood, from a jadg- 
ment of Grove, J., directing payment of the plaintiff's bill of costs in respect 
of which the action was brought. It appeared that the late Mr. Daniel 
Keane bad carried on business as a solicitor for very many years at 25, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and that his son, Mr. 0. F, Keane, though never artioled, 
need to manage the business for his father. Upon the death of Mr. Daniel 
Keane in 1879 Mr. William Aikman Storry, who was a solicitor with offices 
in Lombard-street, came to the office in Lincoln’s-inn-fielde, and had the 
names ‘‘ Keane and Storry” painted up there. Mr, Storry was in the 
habit of calling eeveral times a week at Lincoln’s-inn-fields to look after 
the business, which was carried on under the firm of Keane & Storry ; but 
the work was actually done by a staff of clerks under the superintendence 
of C.F. Keane. Sir Jobn Honywood became acquainted with OC. F. Keane, 
and bad employed him to transact varions matters of business for him under 
the impression that he was the ‘‘ Keane” whose name appeared on the 
€oor-post. In April, 1880, Sir John wrote to his former solicitors, Messrs. 


my solicitors, Messrs, Keane & Storry, of 25, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and 27, 

Lombard-street, all docaments and papers belonging to mein your posses. 

sion, and also to furnish to them any costa you may have azainst me for 
settlement.” A bill of costs for upwards of £200 having been sant in by 

“Keane and Storry,” Sir John Honywood repudiated payment, on the 

ground that he did not intend to retain and bad not retained Storry as his 
solicitor, but that he had retained and employed C, F. Keane, who was not 
@ solicitor, under the impression that he was a solicitor and the ‘‘ Keane” 
whose name appeared on the door-post, and, consequently, that any retainer 
of * Storry and Keane” was null and void, and gave S'orry no right of 
action, Upon the trial of the action, which was originally bronght in the 
name of ‘‘ Keane and Storry,” and afterwards amended by being brought 
in the name of Storry, carrying on business as Keane & Storry, Grove, 
J., gave jadgment for the plaintiff for the amourt of the bill of costs, 
From this decision the defendant now appealed. 

Lumley Smith, Q.C., and R. Vaughan Williams,in support of the appeal, 
were stopped. 

Candy, and Cluer, for the plaintiff. 

JnssEL, M.R.—Why did you not call C. F. Keane & Storry at the trial to 
eupport your case if it was an honest one P 

Candy submitted that it was not his business to call them, as no charge of 
fraud was raised by the pleedings, and his case was fully made out by the 
clear and uncontradicted evidence (on which Grove, J., relied) of one of 
tbe clerks in the office, 

JessEL, M.K., said that the court would give the plaintiff's counsel the 
option of either calling Messrs. C. F. Keane & Storry to explain the 
transaction, or of continuing the argument sabject to the risk, according 
to their lordsbips’ present impression of the case, of having the judgment 
in favour of the plaintiff reversed. 

Candy elected to proceed with his case without calling Messrs, Keane & 
Storry, and contended that where, as in this case, a retainer was given to a 
firm of solicitors it mattered not to the person giving the retainer who were 
the individual members constituting the firm. The mere fact that the names 
of certain persons as solicitors appeared on the door of their office was no 
evidence ger se that solicitors of that name were to be found in the office. Ina 
this case there had been a clear retainer by the defendant of a firm carrying 
on business at 25, Lincoln’s-ino-fields, and it was a shabby and mean defence 
on the part of Sir John Honywood, who admitted that the work had been 
done for him, and that by the exertions of the firm money had been recovered 
to enable him to pay his debts, now to attempt to repudiate on merely tecbni- 
cal grounds the retainer which he had given. 

Jesset, M.R., said that this was a very unpleasant case to deal with. I: 
was an action brought on an alleged retainer by a solicitor, and the retainer 
was denied. Now, a retainer being a personal matter, it became nece:sary for 
the plaintiff to prove that the defendant, Sir John Hony wood, had retained and 
employed him to conduct his business. The names over the door were ‘* Keane 
and Storry.”” The defendant said that he believed that Charles F. Keane 
was the Keane whose name was over the door, and that he was, in fast, a soli- 
citor. It was admitted that he never saw the plaintiff and never heard of him 
until the work was done, and that the plaintiff never, in fact, took any part in 
any of the business in respect of which he sought to recover. It was also 
admitted that there never was a partnership between two persons of the names 
of Keane and Storry, and that, in fact, there was no such firm. It was 
suggested that Keane carried on, though not qualified to do so, the business of a 
solicitor under the protection of Storry’s name ; and that having been eu ted, 
neither Keane nor Storry were called at the trial to deny it. That left the 
evidence in a very unsatisfactory state, but the court, granting what they 
thought was an indulgence, permitted the plaintiff's counsel to supplement 
the evidence given in the court below ty calling these two persons as wit- 
nesses. Ere ier owt been refused after due consideration, the infer- 
ence was simply overwhelming. But, apart from that, even if the plaintiff 
were proved to have been carrying on business as a eolicitor, with Keane as his 
clerk, he could not recover in this action, for the simple reason that it was 
not proved that the defendant ever intended to retain Storry. With ail 
respect to Grove, J., his judgment could not be supported, aud must be re- 
versed, and inasmuch as the money had been paid it must be repaid, wit' 
costs, both here and in the court below. 

Linpury, L.J., said thatefter what had taken place, the court could not 
resist the conclusion that the plaintiff dared not submit to an investigation, 
in the absence of which it was impossible to ascertain the real relations between 
Keane and himself, But it was clear upon the evidence that the defendant 
never employed Storry and never employed Keane as Storry’s agent, Inshoit, 
there was no retainer either at law or in fact. 

Bowen, L.J., concurred, 

Solicitors, W. 4, Storry ; Sandilands, Humphry, § Armstrong. 





Hien Court or Justice, 
(Sittings at Guildhall, before Manisty, J., and a Special Jury.) 
July 3.—George v. Boyes. 

This was an action for slander and libel alleged to have been spoken and 
published of the plaintiff in a matter relating to his profession of solicitor. 

W. G. Harrison, Q.C., and Folkard, appeared for the plaintiff, 

McIntyre, Q.C., W. Graham, and Agabeg, for the defendant. 

Both the plaintiff and defendant are solicitors in Barnet, and the defendant 
is also commissioner for taking oaths in that place, It appeared that in the 
month of February of this year the plaintiff was acting for a Mrs. Tomlinson 
in the matter of the redemption of a mortgage, and for this perpen it wus 
necestary to have a statutory declaration on her part as to the date of ber 
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iculars as to the place and date of her marriage. This draft was taken by 
a Tomlinson to the defendant, who, however, refused to allow it to be 
sworn, on the ground that it contained blanks for the date of the proposed 
deed. Some communications thea ensued between the plaintiff and 
defendant, as to the effect of which there was much controversy. According 
to the plaintiff, he sent word to the defendant that he might strike out the 
words ‘‘beariag date’’ and the blank spaces, The defendant, however, 
alleged that he himself proposed to do this, but that Mrs, Tomliason and her 
son woald not consent, and that the plaintiff sent word to him to say that he 
was bound to take the affidavit as i: was, and that the blanks might be filled 
up afterwards, I¢ was said that on the same diy the defendant committed 
the slander complained of in a conversation with Mr, Erle, a brewer in the 
town, and said, among other thiogs; ‘‘A sad thing bappened this morning. 
That man over the way wanted me to take an affidavit with a blank in it 
about a line or two long. But I would not do anything of the kind, as it 
would be dangerous to doso. I did not know what te would have filled in. 
He might fill in anythiog; very likely something that would get him 
transported. He has articled his son this morning, but what can he teach 
him ¢” 


On the same day he wrote to the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society 
a letter which contained the alleged libel. The letter was as follows :—“A 
professional gentleman in this town to-day required me to take a statutory 
declaration in which occurred certain blanks a3 to the date, &., &c,, of some 
contemplated deeds, and which blanks he (the solicitor) said he could here- 
after fill ia himself, As a commissioner { declined to set my name to a 
document hereafter to be added to in this manner, and refused to take the 
declaration, thereby drawing upon myself the reproaches of the solicitor in 
question, I should be glad to know whether or not you consider that I have 
acted with propriety and in accordance with the terms upon which I appre- 
hend we commissioners hold our commissions,” 

The words charged as slanderous were deposed to by Mr. Erle, to whom 
they were said to have been addressed, and by his traveller, who said he was 
present at the time, but that the expressions were used in a somewhat joculer 
and not very spiteful manner. The defendant said he spoke to Mr, Erle, who 
was a solicitor as well as a brewer, in order to obtain his opinion upon the 
course which he had followed, and this version of the conversation which took 
place was different, It appeared also that that there had been previous dis- 
putes between Mr. Erle and the defendant, and that the former had been 
prosecuted and fined for assaulting the clerk of the latter, As to the letter to 
the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, the contention on behalf of the 
defendant was that it could not be constraed as containing a libel on the 
plaintiff, as it did not even mention his name, and was written in good faith 
in order to settle the question which had arisen. Much stress was laid by 
counsel for the plaintiff upon the fact that the statement of defence contained 
a justification of tie allegation that the plaintiff wanted the defendant to take 
a declaration with a blank in it a line or two long. To explain this the 
defendant said that he had been advised that, in order to plead justification, 
it was necessary to justify the precise words charged in the statement of 
claim. 

His Lonpsuir remarked, in summing up, that no such reason could warrant 
a man in putting a statement upon the record, the truth of which he could not 
support on his oath. 

The jury found a verdict for the plaintiff on both counts for £25 damages. 

His LonpsaiP gave judgment accordingly, and certified for a special jury.— 
Times. 





QuzEn’s Bexca Division, 
(Before Manisry, J., and a Special Jury.) 
June 27—30.—- Ward and others v. Davis, 


This action was brought to recover about £170, the amount of a bill of 
costs, 

Jelf, Q.C., and Henn Collins, appeared forthe plaintiffs. 

Waddy, Q.C., and 4. G. M. M’Intyre, were for the defendant. 

The plaintiffs are solicitors, who have offices at No. 1, Gray’s-inn-square, 
and the defendant is a widow, residing at 9, Norfolk-square, Brighton. The 
defendant did not deny having given the plaintiffs a retainer, but she pleaded 
that the work done by them for her had not been done properly, and that they 
had wrongfully given up her case. By her counter claim against the firmshe 
sought to recover damages from them, on the ground that they had wrong- 
fally kept back papers from her and had concealed facts necessary for her case 
from the solicitor whom she bad employed on their throwing it up. She also 
sought to recover damages from Mr, Ward, the senior member of the plain- 
tiff firm, for slander alleged to have been spoken of her to another solicitor— 
Mr. Potter—who, at her instance, had gone to Mr. Ward with a view of ascer- 
taining whether or not he would be able to take up the case for her after the 
plaintiffs had determined to throw it up. This claim for the alleged 
slanderous words was abandoned. Evidence of the alleged slander was, how- 
ever, given, as the counsel for the defence was of opinion that the conversation 
between Mr. Ward and Mr. Potter, in which it was alleged to have been 
uttered, was of vital importance to his case. Mr. Ward, ina conversation 
which he had had with Mr. Potter, and which both of them had considered to 
be strictly confidential, had, among other things, expressed it as his opinion that 
if Mrs. Davis went into the box in the suit of Davis v. Davis she would 
perjure herself. Mr. Potter’s ¢.idence was, further, to the eflect that Mr. 

ard had seemed anxious that she should, as far as ible, be protcted, 
and should receive every aesistance ia the conduct of Ie suit. The d fend- 
ant had been married to one James Davis on April 29, 1843, who had been the 
steward of the late Sir Francis Moon, and a tettlement had been executed just 
before the marriage. The husband died in May, 1878, and the action of 
Davis v. Davis was subsequently brought by Mrs. Davis against her eldest son 


——=== 


her husband’s will to obtain a declaration of certain trusts aad to have it 
declared by the court that, by an agreement betwesn her late husband and 
herself, executed on April 3, 1843, the house ia which she now resides in 
Brighton, having been purchased by her money, though the conveyance hai 
been in the name of her husband, was to be secured to;her, as also a sum of 
£500 of his money ; ani, further, thate charge of £800, created in har. late 
busband’s favour on another house she had ia Sassex-sqaare, Brighton, had 
been paid off in his lifetime. The plaintiffs were consuited by her in June, 
1878, and Mr, Limbert, the junior partner, had first taken charge of the case. 
In June, 1879, circumstances arose which induced ‘the senior partner to tak» 
upon himself the responsibility of conducting the suit. A great deal neces- 
sarily turned in the sait of Davis v. Davis on the docament alleged by Mrs. 
Davis to have been executed on April 3, 1843. That produced by her to her 
solicitors was, as she led them t2 believe, the original. After the delivery of 
the statement of claim in the action, early in 1879, this document was 
examined by witnesses to be called at the trial by the other side, and Mr. 
Caabot, one of them, expressed a strong opinion that the signature to it pur- 
porting to be that of the late Mr. Davis was not genuine. This was Called 


to the attention of the then plaintiff, Mrs. Davis, by her solicitors, 
but she adhered to her statement that the docam nt was the al, and sh» 
also alleged that one of the sons coald testify to the hand writing of his father on 


the document. On April 23, 1879, she admitted that it was not the original 
docament, but said that it was a daplicate copy which sha had written out for 
her husband at his request the day after he had signed the original, and that his 
name had been signed to it by her at his request, as he had beea suffering 
gout in the hand at the time. She had repea-edly told the plaintiffs that she 
had paid the whole of the ear guar ee for the house at No. 9, Norfolk- 
square, Brighton, but they found out from a letter written by her to her late 
husband in 1849 that he had paid two-fifths of the £500 paid for it. As to 
her statement that the £800 charge which had been held by her husband on 
the house in Sussex-square had b:en paid off, the plaintiffs found that this 
was Wholly inconsistent with the contents of the letters which had passed 
between her husband and her brother subsequently to the date at which she 
declared it had been paid off. Oa November 1, 1879, the plaintiffs gave notice 
to the defendant that they would not continue to act any longer for her, as 
they really could not rely upon her statements, and would not take the 
responsibility of putting her in the box to prove her case, sidce they fearéi 
she would commit perjury. Oa December, 18, 1879, the action of Dapis v. 
Davis came on for heariag before Mr, Justice Fry, when his lordship, calliag 
attention to the fact of its being a family dispute of a painfal character, ad- 
vised that it should be compromised. This suggestion was carried oat, and 
the basis of the settlement was to secure the mother, the present defend nt, 
the enjoyment of the property for her life; and, among other thiags, it was 
agreed that the charge of £800 on the house in Sussex-square should not be 
enforced during her lifetime: It was further agreed that each side should 
pay their own costs. Mrs. Davis afterwards sought to get this com- 
promise set aside, tut Mr. Justice Fry refused to do so, and said that 
its terms were very favourable for her. At the hearing of the action of 
Davis v, Davis Mrs. Davis had been represented by 
of whom has since been made a Queen’s Counsel, and they had been fally 
instructed as to the facts on which she relied in proof of her case, 
had helped the solicitor who had acted for her, after his own firm had throwa 
up her case, in every possible way, and had 
making any charge. It should be mentioned that P 
stage, had agreed to settle the action for the defendant on certain terms, 
me oh soreeeety ek that the yam ame off, as by y 
ave © pay his own costs—the term in the subsequent compromise 
Mrs. Davis had also many months afterwards complained, W 
plaintiffs it was contended that they had been fully justified in withdrawing 
from the case of Davis v. Davis, it was urged for the.defence that 
so, and that solicitors taking up contentious business were bound to take it as 
a complete job, and in the absence of circumatances ju 
and that was the present case—the contract was to carry the 
It was further urged by the counsel for the defence that any withdrawal must 
be only after reasonable notice, and that any want of ready money on the pirt 
of the client would not entitle a solicitor to withdraw from « case at the last 
moment. 

Manisty, J., summed up the case at considerable length, leaving it to the 
jury to say (1) if Mr. Ward had been entitled to cease to act for the defendant 
—that was, whether or not he bad honestly come to the conclusion, on 
reasonable grounds, that he ought not any longer to act for her; and 
(2) whether or not the notice of the withdrawal from her case by the plaintiffs 
was given too late, so as to cause damage to her. 

The jury, without leaving the box, at once found for the plaintiffs on both 
claim and counter-claim. 


His Lonpsure thereupon gave judgment accordingly, certifying for a special 


jury.— Times, 


: 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 


June 27,—An animated debate, extending over three and a half hours, 
took place upon the question, “ That the Goverameat dos not deserve the 
confidence of the couutry,” which Mr. A. M. Ellis opened iu the affirmative. 
The opener received support from Messrs. Lloyd Jones, Bower, Strickland, 
and C, E, Barry, while Messrs, Bartlett, P, T. Rhys, Davies, and Corrie 
Grant upheld the policy of the Government. Oa a division being taken the 





bseq, ough 
—to whom the father had left the bulk of his property—aud the executors of 


opponenis of the Governmeut won by the narrow majority of two, Thirty 
four members and a visitor were present. . ” 
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SOCIETIES. 
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INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extratts from the annual report of the council :— 

Accommodation of Stlicitors in the New Law Courts.—Last year the council 
stated that the Lord Charcellor had given them facilities for inspecting two of 
the new eourts which had been fitted up provisionally—one with a jury box and 
‘one without, The council availed themselves of ths opportunity thus afforded, 
end prepared suggestions for improving the arrangements for the acc»mmo- 
dation of soliciters. 

The court without the jary-tox was fi ted up in the same style as the present 
Rolls Court, where solicitors are provided with a seat under the registrar's 
desk, with their feet in a depression called a well, there being no table. The 
tnly place, therefore, for the solicitor’s papers is the floor, which is uséd as a 
pa‘sige by every person crossing the court, and particularly by Queen’s 
Counsel in reaching their seats. 

The council strongly objected to this arrangement, and urged that, instead 
of the space allotted to solicitors being also used as a gangway for counsel 
and otbers, it should be devoted exclusively to solicitors, with a tible on 
which to take nutes or arrange papers, and that the seats for counsel should 
bbe intersected by a passige from the back to the front of the court. The 
adoption of this suggestion would add much to the comfort both of the 
solicitors and the barristers. Failing this, the council suggested that the 
Queen's Counsels’ seats should be made wide euough to enable them to pass 
easily bebind any barrister who may be addressing the court at the moment. 

In the court with the jury-box a table was provided, but it was only half 
the length of the Queen's Counsels’ seat, The council urged that the table 
for solicitors should be the same length as that for the Queen’s Counsel. 

It was also suggested that more room could be provided for solicitors by 
doing away with the passage behind the jury-box and setting it back to the 
wall, as the existence of such a passage was objectionable, inasmuch as it 
would enable jurymen to mingle with other persons in the court. 

Tt was pointed out to the Lord Chancellor that solicitors inour as much 
responsibility, and have a8 many difficulties to grapple with, as any other 
persons engaged in the trial of a cause, and that the public interest would 
not be properly consulted unless sufficient accommodation were afforded to 
them, and that it would be a matter for rogret if the models afforded by the 
Court of Exchequer at Westminster and the Court of Appea! at Lincoln’s-inn 
were departed from. 

The council also made a suggestion that solicitors should have the same 
access to the corridors surrounding the courts and to the courts themselves, 
and such other conveniences as will be enjoyed by counsel, and that solicitors 
should have the joint use, with the bar, of any library that might be pro- 
vided. They also asked that rooms should be set apart for the exclusive use 
of solicitors other than the waiting-roome used by their clerks. 

The Lord Chancellor stated, in reply, that the architect bad been instructed 
to give effect to the views of the council as far as practic ble. 

Legal Procedure.—The report of the Lord Chancellor’s committee on this 
subject was issued in October last, and, in pursuance of the pledge given 
by the council in their last annual report, a print of it was sent to each 
member of the society, and a special general meeting was held on the 18th 
of November, 1881, when the subject was discussed. In the resalt the 
report was referred toa ittee of bers of the society, with power 
to invite suggestions, and with an instruction to apply to the secretaries 
of the provincial law societies for the names of country members willing to 
serve. 

The committee held numerous meetings, and on the 30th of January made 
® report to the council, a print of which has already been sent to every 
member of the society. 

The importance of this able and exhaustive document was recognized at 
& special general meeting, held on the 220d of February, 1882, when the 
report of the committee was unanimously adopted. 

In pursuance of a resolution then passed, prints of this report have been 
sent to the Lord Chancellor, to her Majesty’s jadges, and the law officers of 
the Crown. The interest shown in the subjects dealt with in the report 
has led to its more extensive circulation. 

The members are no doubt aware that, when the Rale Committee of 
Judges have agreed upon and issued new rales under the Jadicature Act, 
they immediately take effect. In view of an auswer given by the Attorney- 
General on the subject to Sir Hardinge Giffard, that the new rules for 
carrying into effect the views expressed in the report of the Lord Chancellor’s 
Committee would not be submitted to Parliament, Sir Hardinge Giffard 
brought in a Bill for the purpose of providing that any new rules which 
may in future be framed by the Rule Committee of Jadges under the 
Jadicatare Act should, before they came into operation, be laid on the 
table of the House for forty days. The council have prepared a petition to 
the House of Commons in favour of this Bill ; bat the material part of the 
measure was omitted on a division in committee on the 12th of June last. 

Solicitorships to Government Departments.—The solicitorship to the General 
Post-office having become vacant in January last by the death of Mr. Horace 
Watson, the council, haviog in mind the efforts mado by this society to secure 
the appointment of solicitors to offices of this character, addressed a letter to 
the Prime Minister on the subject, 

The council were glai to find thit the vacant post had been filled by the 
appointment of Mr, Kobert Hunter, a memb=r of this society. 

The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1881.—This Bill, which was intro- 
duced into the House of Lords in July last, contained a provision to the 
effect that the qualification for the office of district registrar of the High 
Court should be that of a barrister or solicitor of five years’ standing. 











This béing one of the very few offices exclusively confined to solicitors, and 
for which their education and treining peculiarly fit them, the council felt 
that it would neither be expedient nor just to throw it open to 8, Who 
could not be so well qualified to perform the special duties of the office, which 
are, toa large extent, of an administrative and technical character. They 
accordingly, with the aid of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, prepared 
amendments for confining the appointment to solicitors, whiob, they are glai 
to state, were adopted. 

There was another defect in the same Bill with reference to the alteration 
of the rules for regulating th examination of articled clerks and the admis. 
sion of solicitors, which the council succeeded in removing, The powera for 
the purposes referred to were vested by the Bill in the Presidents of the 
Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Exchequer Divisions, and the Master of 
the Rolle, and could be exercised in some cases by any two of them, and in 
other cases by any three of them, the Master of the Rolls being one, Of 
these, only the Lord Chief Jastice and the Master of the Rolls now remain, 
and, in the event of its having become necessary to alter the rules referred to, 
there would hare been no power todo so, The amendments introduced into 
the Bill were designed for the purpose of providing for this yes ty 4 

Conveyancing Bill. — This Bill contained many clauses which, although 
inserted in that of last session, were nevertheless not in the Act passed, The 
council have reviewed the opinions expressed by them last year on several of 
the clauses which have boen reinstated in the present Bill. 

With regard to “ Searches,” the Bill (clause 3) does not extend to bank- 
rupteies, and no provision is made to meet the case of loss arising from error in 
the certificats, After full consideration the council repeated the recom- 
mendation made by them on the Bill of 1880—viz., that all registrations of 
judgments, Crown debts, &c., should be swept away, and the jadgment 
creditor or the Crown should be entitled to apply to the court in a summary 
way to sell any interest in land, of whatever nature, to which the debtor may 
be entitled, whether in possession or reversion, and such application should be 
capable of registration as a lis pendens, which should have no force or effect 
for more than six months after registration, Also that conveyances to pur- 
chasers should be good as against trustees in bankrapt>y (notice or no notice) 
unl:ss the trustee is in possession, or the proceedings in bankruptcy have b2en 
registered as a lis pendens. 

It was suggested to the council that a provision for this purpose ought to 
be inserted in any new Bankruptoy Act, and after some gorrespondence 
with the Board of Trade, the council, at the request of the Board, prepared 
for ita consideration a clause for carrying into effect the views above 
expressed. 

Upon the question of “‘ Notice” generally the council called attention to 
the case of The Walden Building Society v. Rayner, and suggested, 
as @ modification ot the law as there laid down, that notice to the solicitor 
generally acting for the trustees, or having the custody of, or access to the 
deeds, with a letter from him that he had communicated the notice to the 
trustees, should be sufficient. 

Clauss 6 contained a provision for the abolition of acknowledgments of 
deeds by married women, to which the council objected. In the experience 
of commissioners for taking acknowledgmeuts, cases have arisen where, on 
examination of a married woman, it has appeared either that the trans- 
action had not been properly explained to her, or that a provision which 
bad been promised to her had not been duly secured. It is believed that 
suc cases are not -unfrequent, and the council are satisfied that in a much 
larger namber of cases the knowledge that an examination before com- 
missioners must take place prevents irregular dealings with the property of 
married women which woald otherwise be attempted. 

To render the present practice less cumbrous, it was suggested that one 
commissioner, not interested in the matter, should be sufficient, instead of two 
(one of whom may be interested in the matter) as at present required, and 
that no other certificate of acknowledgment should be necessary than a 
memorandum indorsed on the deed, signed by the commissioner to the effect 
of the present certificate, and that no affidavit should be required. 

The council prepared amendments for carrying this and other minor sug- 
gestions into effect, and requested Mr. Gcegory to move them in committee oa 
the Bill in the House of Commons. 

The Bill is now under the consideration of a select committee, 

Settled Land Bill,—This Bill is substantially the same as that upon which 
the council last year submitted remarks, They, at that time, expressed their 
concurrence in the principles of the Bill, and made various suggestions upon it 
which have been, to a great extent, adopted. A few matters of detail in the 
present Bill appeared to them to require consideration, and they accordingly 
prepared amendments, which Mr. Gregory and Mr. Horace Davey have been 
good enough to mote in the House of Commons, This Bill has also been 
referred to a select committee, 

Parliamentary Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Practices Bill).—The Council 
have considered this Bill, aod have come to the following conclusions, viz. :— 

(1) That a solicitor or election agent, charged with any corrupt practice by 
or before election commissioners, should no longer be liable to be suspended 
from his business of election agent for seven yeare, without first having notice 
of the charge, and an opportunity of being heard by hiwself, counsel, and 
witnesses in answer to such charge. 

Instances have occurred where solicitors, who have given every information 
and facility to the commissioners in the recent Bribery Commissions, have, 
without any notize or definite charge beiag brought against them, been 
reported guilty of corrupt practices, and have thas become suspended as 
election agents for seven years. 

(2) That any person or body charged with any corrapt or illegal pone 
by or before an election conrt or election commissioners should not only have 
notice, bat should be entitled to be heard by counsel or solicitor and witaesses 
before being reported, 

The trial of a person accused of corrupt practices is as important as any 
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other trial ; it not only affects his social and professional position, but also his 
exercise of the franchise. 

Under the existing law a person can be reported without previous notice, 
or without heard, but this report has no effect, so far as regards the 
penalties attaching to such an offence, until notice has b2en given to him and 
he has been heard. Uoder the present Bill, however, the consequences of a 
corrupt act are to attach immediately upon the report being made. 

(3) That a solicitor, or parliamentary agent, consulted after an election is 
over, and with reference to an election petition peaiing or threatened, should 
be absolutely privileged before election commissioners, 

The privilege was formerly accorded to-parliamentary azents, and is neces- 
sary both in the client’s interest and on ths ground of public policy. In the 
client’s interest it is important that he should, when threatened with an 
election petition, be able to obtain the opinion of an iadependent solicitor who 
has had nothing t2 do with the election, and who may be able to give him 
reliable advice without fear of the consequences, aud without fear of being 
forced to incriminate persons from whom he obtained the information upon 
which he bases his advice. 

On the ground of public policy this privilege should also be accorded, 
because when the client bas found that his seat is gone, he cares but little 
about the constituency, and may ba willing to tell the commissioners, through 
his solicitor, all he knows. The solicitor, having once obtained information 
under the pledge of confidence, should not be compelled to disclose it. 

The practice of some election commissioners has been scarvely fair as 
between the solicitor and the barrister concerned in an election petition. 

No barrister consulted, or holding a brief in any of the recent election 
petitions, is known to the council to have been summoned or examined by 
any of the recent bribery commissioners, 

Some of the commissioners stringently examined solicitors concerned ia 
election petitions as to their acts up to the moment of their entering the 
barristers’ consultation room, and from the moment of their leaving it, but 
considered that which took place in the consultation room as exempt from 
investigation. It appears that books, pepers, and documents belonging to 
solicitors were impounded, and that solicitors were required to disclose every- 
thing they held and knew. 

There seems to be no more ground for denying to solicitors privilege before 
election commissioners than before any other court, and there is less ground 
now that the present Bill seeks to turn the court of the commissioners from 
being a mere court of inquiry into a court of trial and judgment. 

The council have placed their report in the hands of the law officers of the 
Crown, and in those of the other legal members in the House of Commons ; 
and Mr. Gregory and Mr. Fow!er, of Wolverhampton, Lave given notice of 
amendments for carrying the views here expressed into effect. 

The council bave to thank Mr. F. R. Parker for the assistance afforded by 


* him in the consideration of this matter. 


Remuneration of Solicitors.—The coancil, in their report for last year, 
enumerated the various steps they had taken with reference to this subject, 
and the modifications they had obtained in the Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill, 
then passing through Perliament ; notably a provision that the president of 
the society should be a member of the tribunal appointed by the Act for 
regulating the charges of solicitors, and also that before any general order 
was made, it should be submitted to the council for one month, in order to 
afford them an opportunity of making observations upon it, which shoald be 
taken into consideration by the tribunal. 

The Liverpool Law Society also, much to the satisfaction of the council, 
obtained a provision that the president of one of the provincial law societies 
(to be nominated by the Lord Chancellor) should also be a member of the 
tribunal. The Bill, with these alterations, became law last session. The 
Lord Chancellor, in exercise of his power, appointed the president of the 
Liverpool Law Society asthe fifth member of the tribunal. The council, at 
the earliest possible moment, appointed a special committee to consider 
whether any and what proposal should be made to the tribunal on the subject 
of costs. The committee were empowered to communicate with the country 
law societies. 

The committee held several meetings and prepared a statement of what 
had been previously done, which they forwarded to the provincial law 
societies, with a series of questions for the purpose of eliciting their views 
upon the matter. 

After fall and carefal consideration of the replies received, the committee 
prepared a proposed draft general order, which was also submitted to the 
provincial societies. The Associated Provincial Law Societies held meetings 
to consider it, and several conferences took place between them and the 
committee of the council, and certain modifications were made to meet the 
views then expressed, and ultimately a resolution was passed by the asso- 
ciated societies on the let of February last, approving the draft of an order 
(ander date of the 6th of January, 1882), which was sent in by the presi- 
dent to the Lord Chancellor. The associated societies sent a copy of this 
resolation to the president of the Liverpool Law Society, and expressed a 
hope that be would, as a member of the tribunal, sapport the provisions of 
the order. 

The couccil are informed by the president th:t the dra‘t order is under the 
consideration of the tribunal, but up to the time of going to press no defi nite 
conclasion has been arrived at. 


Applications for Grants of Trobate and Letters of Administration.—It wi!l 
be remem that the council, some time #go, had their attention drawn by 
the regi-trars of the Probate Court to an irregular practice which Lad arisen 
—viz., the employment of law stationers, by London and country svlicitors, 
to transact probate business in the names of the solicitors for remunerat'on of 
some kind. The matter was laid before eminent counsel, who advised that the 

ractice was illegal. Communications to that effect were made to the country 
aw societies, It was also urged that if the solicitors discountenanced the 





practice, it would cease. The Associated Provincial Law Societies passed a 
resolation condemning the practice. 

The law stationers, however, continued to transact the business referred 
to, and the council addressed a circular to them, suggesting that they 
shonid either discontinue the objectionable or concar with the 
council in obtaining a judicial decision a @ point without unnecessary 
expense, The law stationers having declined to adopt either coarse, actions 
were brought against Messrs. Waterlow Brothers & Layton, and Messrs. 
Shaw & Blake, which were tried ia May, 1831 ; the jary was discharged ia 
each case by consent, and jadgment entered for the society, it having been 
arranged that, in view of an appeal, a statement of facts should be handed to 
the jadge to be appended to his notes. 

The appeals were heard in February last, the Court of Appeal holding 
that the defendants did act with respect toa proceeding in the Coart of 
Probate, but that they did not contravene the provisions of the statute, 
for that they did not act as prootors in their own names, or in the name 
of any other person, this jadgment being based apon the view taken by the 
court that the law stationers the solicitors a messengers fee 
only for the time occupied in attending at the Probate Registry. 

Since the decision of the Court of Appeal, the opinion of counsel has been 
taken as to carrying the cases to the House of Lords, and tacir advice is to do 
so, Counsel consider that, if the law stationers did not a.t as proctors, it 
might, on the same principle, be held that, in attending sunmoases: at 
chambers, they would not act as solicitors, 

The council have, therefore, taken the necessary steps towards appealing to 
the House of Lords ; bat, before proceediag further, they thought it right to 
take the opinion of the general body of the members oa the subject, and a 
special general meeting for this purpose was held on the 9% of Jane, when it 
was decided by a large majority that the appeals shoald be prosecuted. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Lord FirzggRatp and Lord Justice Bowan have been sworn in as members 
of the Privy Council. i 
Mr. Justice Day has received the honour of Kaighthood. 
Mr. Epwarp Hitman, solicitor, of Lewes and Eastbourne, has been 
appointed Deputy Coroner for the Eastern Division of the County of Sa:sax. 
Mr. Hillman was admitted a solicitor in 1854. 


Mr. Witxttam Dacoertr, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Ingledew & 
Daggett), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Gateshead, has been ated Country 
Secretary tothe Bishop of Newcastle. Mr, Daggett was adm a solici:or in 
1848. He is one of the registrars of the-Newvastle and Gateshead County 
Courts, and district registrar under the Judicature Acts. 


Mr. RanpotrH Caaries Want, solicitor, of No, 34, Clement’s-lane, 
Lombard-street, E.C., has been appointel a Commissioner for Affidavits of th» 
Supreme Court of New South Wales, 


Mr. Freverick Stepaen Davnogy, solicitor (of: the firm of F. 8. & C. 
Dauncey), of Newport, Mon., and Tredegar, bas been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 


Mr, Mars#att Pontirex, solicitor, of 1, St. Andrews-street, Holborn, has 
been appointed by Alderman De Keyser (sheriff-elect) to be one of the Under- 
Sheriffs of London and Middlesex for the ensuing year. Mr. Pontifex is the 
son of the late Mr. John Pontifex, solicitor. He was admitted in 1856, and 
he is ward clerk of Farringdon Without, vestry clerk of the parish of St. 
Andrew, Holborn, and clerk to the Armourers and Braziers’ Company. 


Mr, Joun Freperick Isaacson, solicitor, of 40, Norfolk-atreet, has been 
elected Clerk to the St. Clement Danes Holborn Estate Charity. . Mr. 
Isaacson is vestry-clerk of the parish of St. Clement Danes, and clerk to the 
Commissioner of Taxes for St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields, He is also clerk (jointly 
with his sos, Mr. Charles Isaacson) to the licen justices for the and 
Division. Mr, Isaacson was admitted a solicitor in 1826. 


Mr. Taomas Hven Hoxrwoop, solicitor, of 31, John-street, Bedford-row, 
hes a appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature, 


Mr. ALEXANDER WILLIAM Morris, solicitor, of Penarth, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to adminis:er Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicatare, 


Mr. Epaar Atexanper Baris, solicitor (of the firm of Baylis & Pearce), 
of Church-court Chambers, Old Jewry, has elected Solicitor to the 
Commissioners of Sewers for the City of London, in succession to his father, 
the late Mr. Alexander John Baylis. Mr. E. A. Baylis was educated at 
Rugby, and was admitted a solicitor in 1864, He is returning officer for the 
borough of Chelsea, and is now se: the office of un iff of London 
and Middlesex for the second time. Mr. Baylis is associated with his partner, 
Mr. Robert Pearce, as vestry clerk of St. Giles’s, Cripplegate, and ward clerk 
of Cripplegate Without. 


Mr, M. T. Hopprna, solicitor, of 77, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., has 
yo appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths for the Colony of Victoria, 
us 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, 

Wittiam Gagrarp Syowpon Gagp, Josgpx Joun Corsin, and ALrrep 
Wituiam Hatu (Gard, Corlin, & Hall), solicitors, 2, Gresham-buildings, 
Basinghall street, London. June 30. 

Tuomas Hiwirr and [lenry Roperr Tarter Atexanper (Hewitt & 
Alexander), solicitors, 27, Ely-place, E.C., aad Walton-on-Thame», June 30. 

. (Gazette, July 4.) 








568 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 8, 1882. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, THOMAS CAMPBELL FOSTER, Q.C. 


M-. Thomas Campbell Foster, Q.C., died at hie residence, 30, Orsett-ter- 
race, Hyde Park, on the 1st inst., inhis seventieth year, Mr. Foster was the 
son of Mr. John Foster, of Leeds. He was born in 1813, and was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1846. He was formerly a member of 
the Northern Circuit, but after the re-arrangement of the assiz’s in 1864 he 
became a member of the Midland Circuit, and he had practised on the North- 
Eastern Circuit since 1876. He compiled (in conjunction with Mr, Finlason) 
four volumes of Nisi Priue Reports, and he was for many ysars one of the 
revising barristers for the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr, Foster received a 
silk gown from Lord Cairns in 1875. [1e had for many years a large criminal 
business in Yorkshire, and it may be remembered that he was the leading 
counsel for the Crown in the prosecution of the murderer Peace. In 1868 
he unsuccessfully concested the borough of Sheffield as an independent Con- 
servative, He was appointed recorder of Warwick in 1874, and he was a 
bencher of the Middle Temple. Mr. Foster’s health had long been failing, 
ym he had been compelled to relinquish his practice. He was buried on the 
4th inst, 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Cuancery Division.—Orpver or Court. 


Friday, the 30th day of June, 
Whereas the Honourable Sir Edward Fry, one of the justices of the High 
Cour: of Justice, attached to the Chancery Division of the said court, is about 
to proceed on circuit, and whereas it has been represented to me that the state 
of the busiaess now pending before the said judge is such that provision should 
be made for hearing and determining during his absence causes and matt:rs 
whic» have been assigned to and are now pending in his court. I, the Right 
Honourable Roundell Baron Selborne, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, 
do therefore order that all causes and matters which have been assigned to and 
are now pending before the said judge be transferred on Monday, the 3rd of 
July, 1882, and until further order, to the Honourable Sir Edward: Ehenezer 
Kay, one of the just'ces of the High Court attached to the Chancery Division 
of the High Comt of Justice, to be heard and disposed of by him so far and to 
such exteat as he shall consider necessary or expedient, And this order is to 
be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several-offices of the Chancery 

Division of the High Court of Justice. SELBoRNE, C. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jowr Srocx Compantss. 


Liwrrgep In CHANCERY. 


Awrtryr Company, Lntrrey.—Chitty, J., has fixed Monday, July 10, at 11, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Covvumpra Marxet Co-opzrativs Srorgs, Liurrey.—Hall, V.C., has, by an order dated 
May 10, appointed William Izard, 6, Arthur st East, to be official liquidator. Creditors 
are required, on or before July 27, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Monday, Oct 30 at 1, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Great Western (Forzst.or Dean) Coat Consumers’ Company, Liurtep.—Petition 
for winding up, June 26, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on July 
8. fence and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Thomas, Bristol, solicitor for the 
petitioner 

Lrperia Lanp awp Investuent Company, Liwirep.—Kay, J., has, by an order dated 

_Feb 16, appointed Edwin Banks Harding, $8, Old Jewry, to be official liquidator 

New Penrosz Tin anv Corpzr Mivz Company, Limirep.—Crditors are required, on or 
before July 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John Henry Tilly, 37, Queen Victoria st. y, Aug 4 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Rito Maracow Surpuvr, Coprgr, Anp Sitver Minzs, Liwtrep.—Petition for windin 
up, presented June 28, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 8. Vernon an 

vee hosaete st, afiesers - the petitioner eee 
NITED SHEPHERDS’ WHEAL Ross, Limtrsp.—Petition for winding up, presented June 
29, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 8. Chapman, Pancras lane, solici- 

r for — 

Wits any Guovonster Apvance anv Discount Company, Lauirep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 29, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on July 8. 
Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Kinneir and Tombs, Swindon, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

(Gazette, June 30.) 


Avowpate Parze Compayy, Liurrep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated June 24, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. White 
and Sons, Bedford row, solicitors for the petitioner 

InpustRtaL OPERATIVE BRicKMAKING CoMPANY, Liurtzp.—By an order made by Kay, 
J., dated June 23, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Powell, Essex st, 
Strand, solicitor for the petitioner 

Universat Sream Tram Car Constevetion Company, Limirep.—By an order made by 
Chitty, J., dated June 24, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the com- 
pany be continued. Bolton and Co, Temple gdns, solicitors for the petitioner 


Unsuruirep 1x CHancery, 
Sanyt Hecens awp Svrrow Yicrorta Permannnt Bengrir Burtpine Socrery.—Peti- 


County PAaLatiwE or LANCASTER, 

Saint Hecuns ayy Surtonw Victoria Permaygnt Benerit Burtpixa Socrety.—Peti- 
tion for winding up, presented June 30, directed to be heard at St George’s Hall, 
Liverpool, on Aug 3. Danger, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner 

(Gazette, July 4.) 


Frienpty Socretres Dissovep. 

Aworent Sons or ADAM AND “4 Y Op 7? i an amen Farewpiy Socrery, Blue 
Ball Inn, Laneside, Milnrow, Lancashire. June ‘ 

PHILANTHROPIC ‘Assocration Britisn Unity Society, Union Hotel, Liskeard, Corn. 
wall. June 23 

TRapusMEen’s New Farenpty Socrery, Angel Inn, Hingham, Norfolk. June 23 

Warrineton CatHoLic PainantHropic Socrsty, Waggon and Horses Inn, Butte 


Lancashire. June 23 
Market st, Warrington, Ht (Gazette, Jane 80, 


Brrrawnra Sicx Bayzrit Society, Castle Inn, Trowbridge, Wilts. June 29 
InDEPENDENT ORDER OF ANCIENT Dervis, Duke st, Doncaster, York. June 30 
Satnt LEGNARD’S INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT FRrEEgHOLD Land Society, Limirep, 8 


‘ . Leicester. June 29 
Leonard’s Schoolroom, Leicester. (Gazette, July 4.) 








OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


June 29.— Bills in Commitice. 
Catheiral Statutes; Lunacy Regulation Amendment. 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Parvatrs Briis.—Corbett’s Estate; Wrexham, Mold, and Connah's Qaay 
Railway ; Brighton and District Tramways; Bury and Tottingtoa District 
Railway ; London Riverside Fish Market. 


July 30.—Bills in Committee. 
Justices’ Jurisdiction ; Local Government Provisional Orders, Nos. 9 and 11, 


Biils Read a Third Time. 
Private Briis.—Swansea Tramways Extension ; Oxford Gas. 
Local Government Provisional Orders, No. 8; Lunacy Regulation Amend- 


ment, 
July 3,—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brus.—Whitebaven Harbcur and Dock ; Accrington Improve- 
ment; Blackbura Improvemeat; Bolton Improvement ; Chadderton Im- 
provement ; Macclesfield Corporation ; Manchester Corporation ; Newoastle- 
upon-Tyne Improvement; Rotherham and Bawtry Railwa, ; North Metro- 

olitan Tramways; East and West Yorkshire Union Railways; Wet 
Metropolitan Tramways. 

Supreme Court of Judicature Act Amendment. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bri1s.—Metropolitan Markets (Fish, &c.); Tottenham and Ed. 
monton Gas; Milford Docks; London and North-Western Railway ; Taff 
Vale Railway ; Kingsbridge and Salcombe Railway ; Midland Railway. 


E Royal Assent. 

The following Bills received the al Assent :—Customs and Inland 
Revenue Baildings (Ireland) ; Poor-rate Assessment and Collection Act, 1869, 
Amendment Act; Pablic Schools (Scotland) Teachers ; Interments (felo de se) ; 
Pier and Harbours Confirmation ; Local Government Boards Provisional Order 
Confirmation (Artizans and Labourers’ Dwellings) ; Local Government Boards 
Provisional Orders Confirmation (Nos. 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 10) ; Local Govern- 
ment Board (Ireland) Provisional Orders Confirmation (Ballina and Lurgan) ; 
Land Dainage Supplemental; Artillery Ranges; Tramways Orders Con- 
firmation (No, 2) ; Edinburgh Roads; North British Railway ; Northampton 
Waterworks; Scottish Widows’ Fund ; Belfast and Northern Ccunties Rail- 
way ; Carrickfergus Harbour Junction; Newhaven Harbour; Lough Swilly 
Railway ; Bristol Corporation of the Poor; Stroud Water; Glasgow Court- 
houses Amendment; Northwich Gas; Lecky and Smyth’s Patent; West 
Lancashire Railway ; Rugby Gas ; Glasgow Corporation Waterworks ; London 
and Norih-Western Railway (Ordsall-lane); Brighton District Tramways; 
Est and West India Dock Company Extension; Edinbargh Strect Tramways ; 
Liverpool Tramways; London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway ; Metro- 
politan Railway ; et United Gaslight Company ; Exmouth Gas. 

July 4.— Bill Read a Second Time, 

Highway Rates and Expenditure, 

Bill in Committee, 

Merchant Shipping (Colonial Inquiries). 

Bills Read a Third Tue. ; 

Private Briis.—Westgate and Birchington Gas; Coventry and District 
Tramways; Cheadle Railway ; Rothwell Gas ; Taff Vale Railway. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


‘June 29.—Biils in Committee. : 
Corn Returns (No. 2); Public Offices Sites (re-committed) ; Partnership’. 
Bills Read a Third Time. : 
Paivate Brixrs,— East and West Yorkshire Union Railways; West Metro- 
politan Tramways, 

Highway Rates and Expenditure. 

June 30,—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Briis,—Carnarvon (Morfa Seiont Commen); New Quay Water 


LEGISLATION 





‘or ‘up, presented July 3, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Jul 
15, Field, New inn, Birand, solicitor for the petitioner sails . 





Bill (New Title). 






Lin 









G< 
Ne 
ee 
Oe 
tt 


nd 
9, 


ler 
rds 
m- 


on- 
on 
ail- 
lly 
irt- 
eat 
lon 
ys; 
ys j 
ro- 


rict 








July 8, 1882, 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL, 








July 3.—Bills Read a Second Time, 
Private Bit1s.—Railway Working and Management Com ; St 
Pancras Guardians of the Poor; Tredegar Water Gas ; Whitland, Cron- 
ware, and Pendioe Railway; Accrington Oor ion Tramways; Hull 
Extension and Improvement ; Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Rail- 
way ; Cheshire Lines ; Oswaldtwistle Local Board, 
Metropolitem Board of W ts (lo Bill f Exchang 
etropoliten Board of Wor oney) ; Bills o e. 
Bills Read “5 Third Time, 
~~ nih (Peaittiokes ext at Subway. 
ublic Health (Fruitpickers’ ings). 
Bili Read py a Time. 
Private Brit.—Elementary Education Provisional Orders Covfirmation 


(Finchley, &¢.), 
Bili Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt,—Maryport District and Harbour. 
July 5.—Bill Read a Second Time, 
Private B1i1u.—Pontypridd, Caerphilly, and Newport Railway. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Metropolitan Board of Works (Money); Baths and Wasbhouses Acts 
Amendment, 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
Asnrorp, Emma Amztia, Tunbridge Wells. July 18, Garton v Sutton, Chitty, J, 


Dowson, Whitehall pl 

ButiEr, Mary Any, ee 4 st, Stepney. July 21. Solicitor for the Treasury v 

Attoi -General, Chitty, J.. Fox, Surrey st, Strand i 
snes Lincoln, Farmer. July 21. Copley v Copley, Chitty, J. 

ts, Newar 

FuRtcHer, Joun ger oo Billiter avenue, Chronometer Maker, July 10. Fletcher v 


CoriEy, 
T 


Fletcher, ad. ultz, Union ct, Old Broad st 
Mippiztoy, Jams, Southwark park rd, Warehouseman. July 11. Middleton v 
well, Bacon, V.C, Holcombe, Gt James st, Bedford row 


‘aS JoszrH, York st West, Ratcliffe, Gent. July 22. Thomas v Percival, 


Chitty, Child, Paul’s Bakehouse ct, Doctors’ commons 
Raprorp, Henry, Derby, Butcher, July 25. Barton v Webster, Kay, J. Close, 
Victoria chmbrs, Corn Marke’ 


t, Derby 
a Srerugn, Sheffield, Gent. July 25. Sampson v Sampson, Kay, J. Swift, 


Srzrxens, Joszrx, Lewisham, Licensed Victualler. July 19. Winbush v Stephens, 
Bacon, V.C. Ruddle, High Holborn : 
[Gazette, June 23. | 


Batss, Txomas, Crisp st, Poplar, Chemist. Aug 1. Blaxall v Hawkins, Kay, J. 
Nazer, cery lane 
Boren GEORGE ba onme Thames Ditton, Surrey, Brewer. July 17, Hixon v 


3. Bhe Lincoln’s inn fie 
Lampert, CHArtzs Ticuspornz Navcazx, Boulogne-sur-Mer, France. July 19. 
mbert v Lambert, Bacon, V.C. Rowcliffe, Bedford row 
a bag! oe Prenat China Dealer. July 18. Hawley v Chapman, Fry, J. 
Trew 5 


VickzErs, Joszrx, New Sheldon, Durham, Miller. July 26, Rudd v Vickers, Chitty, 
J. Proud, Bishop Auckland 
[ Gazette, June 27.] 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stcck and Share Auction Company’s sale, held on the 30th ult., at 
their ealeeroom, Crown-court-buildings, Old Broad-street, the following were 
amongst the prices obtained :—Thames and Isis Steamboat. shares, 21s. ; 
Nundydroog Gold Mining £1 shares,{5s.; La Plata Mining and Smelt- 
ing 10dol. shares, £1 18s. 9d.; Nice Reefs Gold Mining £1 shares, 
53. ; North London and Suburban Tramways £5 sbares, £4 1b5s.; 
Ooregum Gold Mining of India £1 shares, 6s.; Hoover Hill Gold 
Mining £1 share, 5s,; Great Britain Smoke Consuming and Fuel 
Saving £1 shares, 102, ; and other miscellaneons securities fetched fair prices, 
At the sale held on the 4th inst., the following were amongst the prices 
obtained :—Indian, Kingston, and Sandhorst Gold £1 shares, 6s. 6d. ; South 
London Trams £10 shares, £9 2s. 6d.; Credit Company £1 10s, fully paid 
shares, Is. ; Ooregum Gold Mining £1 shares, 6s. 6d.; Nine Reefs Gold 
Mining £1 shares, 5s. ; Nundydroog Gold Mining £1 shares, 5s. ; Hoover 
Hill Gold Mining £1 shares, 4s. 64, ; Cleveland Extension Mineral Rails 
5 per cent, stock, 2 discount; South Essex Waterworks £10 shares, £7 5s.; 
Great Britain Smoke Consuming and Fuel Saving £1 shares, 10s, 6d, ; and 
other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 








A meeting of the Rule Committee of Judges took place on Wednesday at 
the Lord Chancellor’s room ia the House of Lords, there being present the 
Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, the Master of the Rolls, 
the President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, Lord Justice 
Lindley, Mr. Baron Pollock, and Mr. Jastice Fry. 


On Monday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Firth asked the First Com- 
missioner of Works when thenew Law Courts would be ready for occupation; 
why the unsightly ecaffolding which now remained in front of finished parts of 
the building was not removed ; and why the clock-case had remained empty 
for four yeare. Mr. Shaw-Lefevre said: The contractors will, I believe, be ina 
position to hand over the buildings to the Government in about a month; and 
the courts will in every respect be fit for the occupation of the judges at the 
commencement of the Michaelmas Term. ‘Till the buildiogs are given up by 
the contractors I have no power to remove the scaffolding. The clock, I hope, 


= be completed by the time it is wanted—namely, when the courts are occu- 
pied. 





a 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 
Date. ‘Avenks. V. CO. Bacon, V. 0. Hane. 
Monday, July ...sse.e00 10 Mr. Latham Mr. Ward . Carrington 
Tuesday ..cocosseccoseee Il Merivale Teesdale Jackson 
Yoccesccccccecs J Ward Carrington 
Thursday seeeeeee +r eeee 3 Merivale Teesdale Jackson 
Frida seeeeceteeeaeeeee 14 Latham Ward 
Vecccsseses seve Merivale Teesdale Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Par. Kar. . 
Monday, July eccesecess 10 Mr. Koe Mr. Pemberton Mr. King 
TOMNOT. accuses, accceeé. a2 Cobby Farrer 
Wednesday...cseseseeses 12 Koe Pemberton King 
Thursday cescsccceccsas Ie Cobby Clowes arrer 
Friday sccccccccocccece Koe Pemberton King 
Saturday... .ccccccocccece 15 Cobby Clowes Farrer 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 10.—Mr. Roms, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Properties (see adver- 
tisement, July 1, p. 3). 
July 11.—Mesers. DEBENHAM, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripaewarer, at. the 
Mart, at 12, Freebold Ground Rents (see advertisement, June 10, p. 10). 
J ay 11.—Mesere, Dapennam, Tewson, Farmer, & BripGEWATER, at 
art, at 12, Freehold Pro; (sea advertisement, ne 1, p. Ma 
July 11.—Mesers. Harps, VAuGHAN, & JENKINSON, the art, at 2 p.m. 
Freehold Prope:ties (see advertisements, Ju'y 1, p. 3, and this week, p. 3), 
July 11.— Messrs. Rocurs, Coapman, & Tuomas, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Free- 
hold Estate (see advertisement, July 1, p. 3). 
July 12.—Mesers. Beat & Son, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Freehold Property (see 
vertisement, June 10, p. 7). 
July 12.—Mesers. Fanzsrorusr, Exiis, Curarx, & Co., at Darlington at 2 p.m., 
Freehold Estate (see advertisement, June 10, p. 13). 
July 12.—Messrs. Eowiy Fox & Bovsriz1p, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Building 
Sites (see advertisement, July 1, p. 4). 
July 12.—Messrs. Inman, SHarnP, & HARRineron, at the Mart, at 2 p.m, 
reebold Property (see advertisement, June 10, p. 15). 
July 12.—Messrs. Danret Surru, Son, & OAK ey, at the Mart, at 1 for 2 p.m., 
Freehold Property (see advertisement, June 10, p. 18). 
July 13.—Mesers. DeszennaM, TEwson, Farmer, & Baipcewarter, Freehold 
Properties (see advertisement, June 10, p. 11). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTHS. 
Hamutn.—June 22, at Lynton Villa, Brandenburgh-road, Gunnersbary, W., the 
ita of Williem Thome Hamlin, of a son. tains ge 
Morzgton.—June 26, at Hillfield Lodge, Weat-end, H N.W., the wife 
rah Thomas Moreton, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, of a daughter, still- 
‘o. 
MARRIAGES. 


Fiscoern—Drvury.—Juce 28, at St. John’s Church, aaa prea | Robert 
Fischer, barrister-at-law, to Isabella Maude, ee of the late J. 8, Drury, 
M.D. Lord., F.R.C.S., of 13, Radnor-place, Hy ~park. 

WARBURTON—BupD.—May 9, at Palmerston New Zealand, George 
Hartopp Eliot Warburton, barrister and solicitor, to Isabella, daughter 
of the late Major Frederick Edward Budd, R.M.L.I. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
Bankrupts. 
Farpay, June 30, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, ‘i 
Chittic 1, Old Kent rd, Auctioneer. Pet June 27, Murray. July l4at 
mr wie ed pared Brixton, Builder. Pet June 26, Htaalitt July 12 at 1 
To Surrender in the Country, 

— > a ere Ironmonger. Pet June 22. Goodge. Burton-on- 

t, at 1, 
Eli, ‘Thomas iy wemeermes Anglesey, Ironmonger.. Pet June 27. Glynne Jones. 

‘or, 
Brongn, demeans New Radnor, Draper. Pet June 27, Robinson. Leominster, July 13 


at 2.30 . 
igh, David, Guise! ¥ Grocer. Pet June 27, Marshall. July 12 at 11 
Hatsilton, Walter Cherisa, dou Crensenhy dengan’ ianpen er jus 2. Wa 


loughby. July 14 at 11 
— a ee wret, Denbigh, Draper. Pet June 27. Glynne Jones. Bangor, 
nly ol 


Waite, Anthony T Gent. Pet Ji Perkins. York, July 14 at 11 
Wilkinoo, Jobs, Alkingion, Balop, pa tg A ale Speckman. ‘Orewe, July 
W: » 

SS he en eee eee Por Ja %, Davis, Nowe 
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Tvxspay, July 4, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 


Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Gaskoff, Leon, St Dunstan’s bill, Merchant. Pet July 1. Hazlitt. July 21 at 11 
Jimenez, Antonio Ygnacio, Servando Goff Jimenez, and Ernest Edward Jimenez, 
Crutched Friars, Merchants. Pet July 1. Hazlitt. July 21 at 12 
Lilley, —s Camden grove, Peckham, Licensed Victualler. Pet June 29. Hazlitt. 
uly 19 at 12 
ae 5 seme, Finsbury pk bldgs, Provision Merchant. Pet July 1, Hezlitt. 
uly 19 at 
Pendle, George, and Charles Waite, jun, Golden sq, Woollen Merchants. Mot June 30. 
Hazlitt. July 19 at 11.30 
Pride, CharlesG W , Clifton, Bristol. Pet June 27. Hazlitt. July 19 at 12 
Watts, Charles, Fulham pl, Paddington, Varnish Merchant. Pet June 30, Pepys. July 


19 at 12.30 
To Surrender in the Countrv. 
Briggs, Joseph, Castleford, York, Grocer. Pet June 29. Mason. Wakefield, July 17 
a 


Brown, James Gilles, and George William Stanwix, Newcastle upon Tyne, Drysalters. 
Pet June 30. Daggett. Newcastle, July 15 at 11 

Wood, John William, and David Tattersal], Leeds, Tanners. Pet June 29. Cautherley. 
Leeds, July 26 at 11 

Wynn, William Nathaniel, Halton, nr Leeds, Architect. Pet June 28. Marshall. Leeds, 
July 26 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripvay, June 30, 1882. 
Norton, Charles Edmund, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Postmaster. June 26 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Fripay, June 30, 1882. 


Anderson, James Richard Harris, Leeds, Surgeon’s Assistant. July 12 at 12 at offices 
of Scatcherd and Hopkins, Albion st, Leeds 

Andrews, Benjamin, Gloucester, Cabinet Maker. 
gate chmbrs, Berkeley st, Gloucester 

Applegate, Joseph, Westbury, Wilts, no occupation, 

way, Edward st, Westbury 

Armstrong, William Henry, Broad crt, Covent Garden, Solicitor. 
New-inn, Strand. Godden 

Baddeley, Joseph, Talke Pits, Stafford, Farmer. July 20 at 2 at office of Sherratt, 
Market st, oo 

Barrett, Edmund, Manchester, Salesman. July 13 at 11 at office of Sampson, South 
King st, Manchester 

Bartlett, Edwin Henry, Fitchetts crt, Noble st, Trimming Maker. July 14 at 3 at 57 
Coleman st. Carr and Co, Rood lane 

Baskett, Robert Henry, Colchester, Essex, Builder. July 10 at 3 at office of Goody and 
Son, North Hill, Colchester 

Beacham, John, Rotherhithe, Surrey, Saw Mill Proprietor. July 8 at 2 at Masons’ hall, 
Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Feuillade, Tooley st, London ne 

Beets, Edward, Dover, Kent, Bricklayer. July 17 at 3 at office of Mowll and Mowll, 
Castle st, Dover 

Benn, Henry, Queen st, Cheapside, Trimming Agent. July 13 at 12 at office of Plunkett 
and Leader, St Paul’s Churchyard 

Best, John, Great Winchester st, Public Accountant. 
Elborough and Dean, Queen Victoria st 

Boss, William, N ewhail, Derby, Licensed Victualler. 
on Trent. Bright 

Bradley, Harry Thomas Treville, Daleview rd, Stamford hill, out of employment. July 
10 > 3 at office of Charlton & Co, Queen Victoria st. Bassett, Fenwick rd, East Dul. 
wich 

Brining, Wi'liam, Chester, Hosier. 
Sharp, Chester 

Buchman, Samuel, Goswell rd, Dealer in Watchmakers’ Tools. July 14 at 3 at office 
of Pannell and Co, Basinghall st, Cattlin, Wormwood st, Old Broad st 

Burrell, Christopher, Brentwood, Essex, Furniture Dealer. July 12 at 12 at office of 
ose | and Co, Cheapside. Wood, Paternoster row 

Calvert, Joseph, Stockton on Tees, Durham, Oil Merchant. 
Bainbridge and Barnley, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Collins, Parker, Hanway st, Tottenham ct;rd, Stationer. July 17 at 3 at office of Hobbs, 
Gt Titchfield st, Marylebone 

Cooper, Frederick James, Winstanley rd, Clapham Junction,Grocer. July 14 at 3 at 
office of Crowth er, Chancery laue 

Comper Richard, Hanley, Butcher. July 13 at 11 at 33, Albion st, Hanley. Ashmall, 


July 14 at 3 at office of Green, West- 
July 11 at 1 at office of Mann and 
July 20 at 2 at 12, 


July 18 at 3 at offices of 
July 19 at 3 at High st, Burton 


July 17 at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, Chester. Moss and 


July 12 at 3 at office of 


ey 

Cooper, William, Oldbury, Worcester, out of business. July 13 at 11 at office of Forrest, 
Church st, Oldbury 

Davidson, Thomas Edward, sen, South Shields, Durham, out of business. July 12 at 
12 at office of Wawn and Smith, King st, South Shields 

Dobson, George Richardson, Tow Law, Durham, Foreman Shoemaker. July 13 at 11 
at office of Hunton and Bolsover, High st, Stockton on Tees 

Edwards, John, Stone, Stafford, Boot Manufacturer. July 10 at 10.30 at office of Kent, 
Chancery lane, Longton 

Egerton, Elizabeth, Oxford, Lodging house Keeper. July 13 at 12 at office of Galpin, 
New Inn Hall st, Oxford 

Everill, Charles, Birmingham, Tobacconist. July 12 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry st, 
Birmingham 

—_ Louis, Tiverton, Devon, Grocer. July 14 at 11 at Cannon st Hotel. Brown, 

r 

Foster, Richard, Finsbury pavement, out of business. July 15 at 10 at 49, Bromley st, 

nog - 4 Newson, Seymour pl, Marylebone 
illiam — Hanley, Ironmonger. July 8 at 11 at Acorn Hotel, Temple st, 

Birmingham. 1 elch, Longton 

Friedeberg, Morris Abraham, Beech st, Barbican, Furrier. July 10 at 3 at office of 

Gadd, Alfred, Nottingbats,’ Photoyraphe 

» Nottin » Photographer. July 17 at 3.30 at offices of Maples and 
‘MeCraith. Low ni ara Noteingham J 

Gillbanks, ‘Thomas, Manchester, Beer Retailer. July 13 at 3 at office of Rawes, Bexley 


aq, 
Goddard, George, Bath, Baker. July 12 at 3 at office of Titley, Orange gr, Bath 
Gcodman, William © ver, Aberd pl, Maida hill, Cattle Dealer. July 18 at 3 at 
office of Wilde and Venables, Moorgate st. Pain, Marylebone rd 
Gothard, Richard, East st, Walworth rd, Broom Manufacturer. July 10 at3 at 146, 
s Cheapside. Butterfield, Ironmonger lane 
Greig, Arthur, Southsea, Coal Factor. July 12 at 1 at office of Edmonds and Co, Cheap- 
ne e. exeys and —. ee inn fields 
mmon, John Green, Saltw ent, Farmer. July 18 at 2 at f Hallett and 
Co, Bank st, Ashton’ q uly 18 a Offices of Hallett an 
Hampton, Henry, and Joseph Helliwell Romer, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Grocers. 
July 18 at 3 at office of Brown, —e * hitehaven 
osep! s Lynn, ‘olk, Boot and Shoe Dealer. July 10 at 12.30 at 
Great Northern Hotel eterborough. Rawlins, Market Harboro 7 
, James, Qazlisle, Tailor. July 13 at 3 at office of Wright and Brown, Bank st, 











Henry, Edward, Manchester, Musical Instrument Seller. uy, 18 at 2 at office of Prit. 
charc and Co, Painters’ hall, Little Trinity lane. Boote and Edgar, Manchester 

Henry, Ebenezer Walker, Belsize crescent, Hampstead, Insurance Broker. July 17 
at 3 at offices of Durant, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Hiscox, Alfred John, Wisbech St Peter, Cambridge, Timber Merchant, July 12 at 2 at 
Public Hall, Wisbech. Fraser and Co, Wisbech 

Hunt, Robert, Ripley, Derby, Miner. July 14 at 3 at Heath, Amen alley, Derby 

Jenkins, Evan Roger, Conwil Gaio, Carmarthen, Farmer. July 13 at 1 at office of Ed. 
wards, Lampeter 

Jordan, Josephus Herbert, St Helens, Lancaster. July 12 at 2.at office of Quilliam, 
Whitechapel, Liverpool. Riley, St Helens : 

Lazenby, John, Manchester, Tailor. July 19 at 3 at offices of Southam and Harwood, 
Cross st, Manchester c 

Leslie, Alfred, Conduit st, Bond st, Solicitor. July 10 at 2at 269, High Holborn 

Lewis, Albert, Stratford, Essex, Solicitor. July 8 at 3.30 at Beaumont Arms, Beaumont 
rd, Leyton 

Litehfield, Benjamin, Bedford, Builder. 
Bedford : 

Liversidge, William Law, West Melton, near Rotherham, York, Colliery Proprietor. July 
12 at 3 at offices of Badgers and Co, Moorgate st, Rotherham 


July 20 at 11 at offices Jessopp, St Paul’s sq, 


Lockey, Edward, West Auckland, Durham, Innkeeper. July 18 at 3 at offices of Maw, 
jun, Market pl, Bishop Auckland 
Lodge, William, Everton, near Liverpool, Cattle Dealer. Jaly 13 at 12 at Golden Lion 


Inn, Settle. Parkinson, Liverpool 

Loxley, William, Harborne, Stafford, Stone Mason. 
Newall, Birmingham 

Luke, Elon Abdon, Plymouth, Devon, Clothier. July 15 at 11 at Inns of Court Hotel, 
Holborn. Rooker and Co, Plymouth 

McNiven, John Campbell, Manchester, Merchant. July 18 at 8 at offices of Woodall 
and Marriott, Norfolk st, Manchester 

MacPherson, Joseph, Nottingham, Stonemason., July 17 at 11 at offices of Stevenson, 
Weekday cross, Nottingham . 

Martyn, Edwin, Goldsmith st, Merchant. July 12 at 2 at the Vestry House, Christ. 
church passage, Newgate st. binson 

Mee, John, Ty] ying Snag tes Lancaster, Licensed Victualler, J 19 at 2,30 
at the Star and Garter Hotel, Tyldesley-cum-Shakerley. Dowling and Urry, Bolton 

Merchant, Goo, New Clee, Lincoln, Smack Captain. July 10 at 11 at offices of 
Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chmbrs, West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 

Munéy, James, West Brighton, Sussex, China Warehouseman. July 17 at 2 at offices 
of Blachford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Nathan, Isaac, Bethnal Green rd, Clothier. July 10 at 12 at offices of Barnett, Palmer- 
ston bldgs, Old Broad st ; 

Newman, Matthew Henry, and Samuel ES ag Sprowston, Norfolk, Brickmakers, 
July 13 at 12 at offices of Kent, St Andrew’s Hall plain, Norwich 

Norton, Joseph Herbert, Yeovil, Somerset, Bookseller. July 12 at 3.30 at Inns of Court 
Hotel, Holborn. Watts, Yeovil 

Ogden, Thomas, Manchester, Hat Manufacturer. July 17 at 3 at offices of Leyland, 
Mosley st, Manchester 

Oxford, George, Fulham rd, Brompton, Furnishing Undertaker. July 13 at 3 at offices 
of Chatfield and Chatfield, Conduit st, Regent st. Lomax, Haymarket 

Page, Joseph, jun, Folkestone, Kent, Grocer. July 13 at 2 at Guildhall Coffee House. 
Mowll and Mowll, Dover 

Pattison, James, Haymarket, Tailor. July 17 at 3 at 11, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside, 
Kisbey, Cheapside 

Peters, James, Coleorton, Leicester, Innkeeper. July15 at 11 at offices of Briggs, 
Amen alley, Derby 

Pond, James, Norwich, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 11 at 12 at Bank chambers, 
Norwich. Miller and Co 4 

Pool, John Lumsdon, Newcastle upon Tyne, Wholesale Provision Merchant. July 14 
at 2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle upon Tyne ; : 

Porter, James, Halstead, Essex, Tailor. July 14 at 12 at offices of Ginn, St Andrew's 
et, Cambridge 

Rathbone, Charles, Farnworth within Widnes, Lancaster, Market Gardener. July 13 
at 1 at offices of Beasley, Victoria rd, Widnes 

Reuter, Karl, Stewart’s rd, Battersea, Master Baker. July 13 at 2 at offices of Arm- 
strong, Chancery lane 

Reeve, Martin Goodale, Dewsbury, York, Watch Maker. July 12 at 3 at offices of Oates, 
Church st, Dewsbury. Stapleton 

Robinson, James, Sedgefield, Durham, Painter, Jnly 10 at 11 at offices of Hunton and 


Bolsover, High st, Stockton on Tees 

Robinson, Samuel, Mile End rd, Carver. J uly 24 at 11 at offices of Stewart, Fore st 

Balloo, crore fl Hanley, Coach Builder. July 7 at 2 gt Royal Hotel, Crewe. Steven- 
son, Hanley 

Rolleston, Charles John, Euston Hotel, Geutleman. July 20 at 2 at offices of Reeves, 
New ct, Carey st, Lincoln's inn. f 

Salvage, Henry, Brighton, Sussex, Lodging House Keeper. July 13 at 3 at offices of 
Lamb and Evett, Ship st, Brighton 

Skipper, George Henry, Eleanor Villas, Winkfield rd, Wood Green, Builder. July 11 at 
3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Moore, King’s Cross rd 

Smithson, Thomas, Stockton on Tees, Durham, Innkeeper. July 6 at 3 at 134, High st, 
Stockton on Tees, in lieu of the place and time originally named 

Snelling, Francis, Houndsditch, Fancy Warehouseman, July 2] at 3 at 20, Bucklers- 
bury. Scott and Barham, King st, Cheapside 

Sutcliffe, Whiteley, Pontefract, York, Grocer. July 12 at3 at offices of Stead and 
Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston upon Hull 

Taylor, Emmanuel, Huddersfield, York, Stationer. July 11 at 3 at offices of Welsh, 

ueen st, Huddersfield 

Taylor, James, Manchester, General Dealer. July 18 at 3 at offices of Simpson, Ken- 
nedy st, Manchester 

Taylor, William Joseph Thompson, Sheffield, York, Plumber. July 11 at 12 at office of 

w Society, Hoole’s chbrs, Bank st, Sheffield. Bell 
— John, Liverpool, Wheelwright. July 12 at 2 at office of Etty, Lord st, Liver- 


poo! 

Tranter, Edward, Dalton in Furness, Lancaster, Draper. July 12 at 2 at Church st, 
Manchester. ‘tyson Dalton in Furness 

Trepess, Walter, irmingham, Builder, July 14 at 2.30 at office of Luke and Sharp, 
Colmore row, Birmingham. Ryland and Co, Birmingham : 

Turner, Elizabeth, Tamworth, Stafford, Draper. July 14 at 3 at office of Nevill and 
Atkins, Colehill, Tamworth 

Wainscott, Henry, Hereford, Corn Dealer. July 13 at 11 at office of Wallis, 8t Owen st, 


Hereford : 

Wall, Tom, Stokenchurch, Oxford, Timber Dealer. July 14 at 2 at High st, High 
Wycombe. Rawson and Awdry, Great Marlow y 

Watson, James, Whitby, York, Tailor. July 13 at 3 at office of Smith, Flowergate, 
Whitb 

Wheeler. Joseph, Seymour st, Euston rd, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 10 at 3 at Wey- 
mouth st, Portland pl. Lewis 

Wilcocks, Peter, Liverpool, Cigar Merchant. July 15 at 3 at office of Jones and Kitch- 


in, Harrington st, Liverpool 
wild. Joseph, ton out of business July 14 at 10.30 at office of Cross, Parkinson’s 


chbrs, Market st, Bradford 
Williams, Walter, Worcester, Baker. July 12at11 at office of Tree and Son, High 


July 10 at 11 at offices of Mallard, 


street 
Young, William Herbert, Wenhaston, Suffolk, Brick Manufacturer. July 13 at 2 at 
Angel Hotel ,Halesworth. Allen, Halesworth 
Tuuspay, July 4, 1882. 
July 17 at 3 at 


on aie 
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Allan, John, § Sunderland, Durham, Joiner. July 15 at 11 at office of Lawson, Villiers st, 


Andrews, E Porkeese, Peete, Basten Shee Dest, July 20 at 2 at office of Edmonds 

nie os, Chanpelae’ Lamb and Evett, Brighto ¥ 

Barnes at July 17 ab 3 at office of Stedman and Co, 
Southampton st, Strand 

pesos Sarah, Accrington, Lancaster, Innkeeper. July 17 at 3 at Queen’s Hotel, Pitt 


st, Accrington. . Whalley, Soar fen 
Bee Edwin, Worthing, Sussex, umber. July 18 at3 at office of Verrall, Chapel 


Bettoridge, yf or Wincott st, Kennington. July 24 at 12 at office of Duke, New 


Bri 
Bird, LR lenball, Stafford, Lock Manufacturer. July 18 at 11 at office of Clark, 
New rd, Willenhall “3 


Boniface, evel ene Findon, Sussex, Butcher. July 21 at 3 at SwanjHotel, Pulborough. 


——_ ray mg Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Tae 19 at 3 at 
soon — Old st, Ashton under Lyne. Booth, Ashton under 


Brockhill, xa Ree, “won Westmoreland, Grocer. ry uly 18 at 1 at 
New dere my Tn, wh, Kirkby Ste: Dobson, Kendal 
ae, ee Isaac, Stetc Cambridge, Shop Keeper. July 18 at 1 at office of York, 


ket 
a Ellen sven Leicester, Painter, July 21 at 3 at office of Wright, Belvoir st. 


cester 
Burton, Joseph Mumford, Newgate st, Commission Agent. July 18 at 12 at office of 
Fraser, Moorgate st 
Batler, William, m, High st, Fulham, Baker. July 18 at at offlce of Robinson and Hilder, 
ermyn ames 
Butterworth, Joseph, Leeds, Tanner. July 14 at 2 at office of Pullan, Albion st, 


Carter, Joseph, Thelbridge, Devon, Farmer. July 15 at 2 at Ship Inn, Crediton. Fryer, 
Colley, Fail, Leeds, Tanner. July 14 at 11 at office of Simpson and Burrell, Albion 
8 

Cove, Alfred, Watford, en Grocer. July 20 at 4 at office of Hanson, King 
st, Chea Biggenden, King st rm hoggy mg 

Cox, Char Cambrid ze, mmission Agent. July 17 at 11 at office of Wayman, 
— st, Cambridge 

Cryer, Joseph, Rothevell, fe Leeds July 17 at 1 at office of Rooke and Midgley, 


Ite Horse st, Boar lane 


Dallas, George, and Thomas Hatch, Riga wharf, Canal rd, Hoxton, Folding Chair 


Manufacturers July 11 Seca at Old Catherine Wheel Inn, Bishopsgate st Without. New- 
Day, ames St ee, Stara, Bh Manufacturer. July 20 at 2 at offices of Twyman, Crab- 
Di;  William,/Prodsham, Chester, Grocer. July 19 at 2 at Bank chmbrs, Runcorn. 
er, Bi 
Farrow, John 3 Edward, Semel, Lancaster, Draper. July 17 at 3 at offices of Oram and 
Co, Peter st, Mancheste: 
Few, Richard, a Monmouth, Fruiterer. July 19 at 11 at offices of Shepard, 
Queen st, Trede 
Francis, Thomas, a Salop, Builder. July 17 at 12.30 at offices of Bigott, Wem 
Gerard, ee. Imperial bldgs, Ludgate circus. July 11 at 2 at offices of Kennedy, 
© 
ham, Tailor. July 28 at 3.30 at George Hotel,| Carlton st, Notting- 
ry 
Glover, Samuel, B Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. July 14 at 12 at Offices of Good- 
rick and Co, Golmore row, B ham 
a » Dental, » Ipswich, Suffolk, Builder. July 19 at 11 at offices of Vulliamy, Tower 


Sa 
July 15 at 12 at offices of Prior, Head 


C ry 
Glover, James, Notti 
ham, Bird, N 


Arthur, Dedham, Essex, Corn Merchant. 
st, pry, evowil 
Tey Peter, Pendleton, Manchester, Boot and Shoe Dealer. ey 14 at 2.30 at Bell 
otel, Humberstone gate, Leicester. Farrington, Manches' 
Guest, George, Tunstall, Staff ogy ena g ks sora "J uly 14 at 3 at office of 
Llewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadill ly, Tunstall 
Gutteridge Charles, Mansfield, ottingham, Hosiery Warehouseman. July 19 at 3 at 
office of f Trueman, P Poultry arcade, Nottingham 
— ¥ een Manchester, Grocer. July 14 at 3 at office of Rawes, Bexley square, 
‘or 


Havill, Henry, Clapton terr, Clapton oes, Bank Clerk. July 24 at 12 at office of 


Baylis and ee eee Oe + pa Bm they hina: Sk teanah Caneel 
erc: y a 


Hesse, Max, and Emil Hesse, 
Hotel, Cannon st. Goldberg on fy aren West st 
Horwood, Henry Johr John, Woodstock st, Oxford st, Court Milliner, July 28 at 3 at Pater- 
noster row. 
Jay, George, Brosely, Salop, Baker. July 18 at 2 at New Inn, Benthall, Iron “ye » 
Hay, Walsall, Stafford, Banksman. July 17 at 11 at ce of 


Jones, Evan, 
Stanley, Bi Brid, ra Walsall 
Jones, James <a Riareenyy od Salop, Shoemaker. July 13 at 11 at office of Car- 
rane, Walker st, We 
vo Horta Edward, any: » Paddington, Corn Deak, July 19 at 3 at offices 
rdman and Son, Victoria House, Trinity st, Southwar 
Walter, Liverpool, out of business, July 17 at 3 at offices of Harper, Cable st, 


= i Saeeete st, Bethnal Green, Cabinet Maker. July 21 at 3 at offices of Morris, 
King, Alexander, Distington, Cumberland, Grocer. July 18 at 1 at offices of Atter, 
New Lowther st, Whitehaven 
a ee jun, Southampton, Grocer. July 14 at 3 at offices of Watts, Albion pl, 
Lees, John, Sten on Trent, Stafford, Butcher, July 19 at 2 at White Hart Hotel, 
High a Burton on Trent. Drewry, Burton on Trent 
eo hewyd, Cardigan, Farmer, July 13 at 2 at Victoria Inn, Aberayon. 


“fen Ys es Mary, Somerset, Baker. July 19 at 11 at offices of Reed and 
si un 
hn George, Drury lane, Baker, July 25 at 11 at offices of Jenkins, Tavis- 


ol 
tock , Strand 
Lymn, ae 2 oe Nottingham, Frilling Manufacturer, July 19 at 3 at offices of 
Middle Pavement, Nottingham 
pollu 


Millom, Cumberland, Tailor. July 14 at 3.30 at 


otioe of 
—— William Benj i st, Battersea, Plumber. my 4 11 at 2 at Masons’ Hall 
ae on pm oro ne ay , Clifford’s inn 
win, and John Wynne, Bir kenhead, Chester, Builders. July 18 at 11 at office 


Meltinish, Arthur James, ork 1, Portman sq, Artist. July 20 at 3.30 at Masons’ Hall 
fntg ae ser avenue, Basinghall st. Rumney, rook 
Menzies, , Birmingham, Tailor. July 17 at 11 at office of Weston and Co, Park 
tow, Leeds 
Meyers, Charles John, , Holland pk ter, Notting hill, out of business. July 19 at 12 at 
Hall Ta: Basinghall and=Steward, East- 


Masons’ avenue, street. Savidge 
c 


Edward, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Hosier. July 11 at 20 at Willcock, Queen 


han’ tenes tack 
‘a k, Basket Maker. July l4at 3 at Fe er 





iéton, Henry, Upper Fore st, Edmonton, , Refreshment House Keeper. July 2008 
a at office of Rumney, Wal 
Murgatroyd, Jatces Edward, Huddersfield, York, Greengrocer. Jaly 17 at 3 at office of 


elsh, Queen st, Huddersfield 
sin a benign Parade, Maclise Kensington Park, Warehouse 
' ely 1d ot 9 os Inne of Cone: Honk Holborn. ares, = chmbrs, 


Guildhall 
Newton, William Chapman, Dewsbury, York, Saddler, July 18 at 10 at office of Shaw, 
Bond st, Dewsbury ~ : 
Pa? pie ay Villa, Be, Bees manna en July 24 at 3 at office of Cooper and 
Peck, Richard, Gort sh New Bond st, Licensed Victualler Ri 13 at 2 at Mason’s 


Tavern, Masons’ Avenue, st. st, 
Philp, Frederick W Goowall ra Butcher, Tuk July 14at3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, 


asons avenue : 
Pinch, Charles, Cam’ rd. Mile End, Cabinet Maker. July 18 at 2 at‘office of Barron 

Marae ag Martins-' 
nah Margaret, West Dulwich, Surrey. July 18 at 3 at office of Foster 


B 

is ae Alfred, York, General Dealer, July 18 at 3 at office of Waddington, Stonegate, 

ork 

Pratt, Henry Arthur, West Smithfield, Provision Merchant. July 21 at 3 at office of 
Everett and Whibley, King William st. Webb, Austinfriars 

Rayner, Henry, yet may oe Boot Maker. July 18 at 3 at Peacock Hotel, Market sq 

orthampton. Andrew, Northampton 

ae, Can, Saeiaes Lae CO Jule 17 at 3 at offices of 
Newton, Banh ‘chmbrs, Market p a 

Richardson, William. tr, "Weigh Yor tel July 8 at 2 at the Oxford rd Hotel, 


iitfamss Keine cx Bane 
Rixon, W: "Vetcmerenith, Conch Builder. July 18 at 2 at offices of 
Truefitt and "and Gang 4 Iaishope st Within 
a teat Ly =p ee July 18 at 2 at offices of Chap- 


Rogers, - 3, Alfred George, Landport, Hanis, Grocer. July 17 at 3 at offices of Bramsdon, 
nion st, Portsea 
Rouse, Frederick, Ilkley, York, A eras July 17 at 11 at offices of Beverley and 
Freeman, Hustlergate, Bradt 
sakes George, Old st, St Tks oenaed ictal. July 12 at 3 at 122, Old st, St 
uke 


Lynch, Gray’s inn 
ey Joseph Oliver, ton, pone out of business. July 24 at 11 at offices 
cest 
illiam’ Leeds, Traveller. July 14 at 3 at offices of Watson, Gt George st, 


of Gee and Parr, Gallowtree 

Sherwin, 

gone William, York, Tailor. July 17 at 11 at offices of Thompson, Judge’s ct, 
joney ork 

Sidney, William Bebert, Sunderland, Auctioneer. July 17 at 11 at office of Green, 


John st, Sunderlan pr mien k . July 19 
ra Sys re “son Sea 


Skinner, Walter Booth. St Leonard’s on 
at 12 at 111, London rd, St yo mead on Sea. Neve, 

— Thomas, uae, Menaherten, July 14 ety at 35, Cannon st, Manchester. 

lerson, 


Spencer, iawin,@ Queensbury, nr Halifax, Publican, July 15 at 3 at office of Moore, 


Crown st, 
Thomas, James Henry George, Peckham Park rd, Old Kent be Cheesemonger. July 
13 at 12 at office of rvey and Co, Old er Grueber, Fins! bldgs 
eos John, Rochdale, Manufacturer. y 14 at 4.45 (at Mitre Cathedral 
chester 
Tweedale, Robert Leach, Rochdale, Manufacturer. July 14 at 4.30 at Mitre Hotel, 
athedral gates, Manchester. Heap, Rochdale 
Walker, yo patna, Book-keeper. July 19 at 12 at office of Truman, Poultry 


Webb, Sonn Becton 2a, Pa asa July 18 at 12 at office of Gamble and Harvey, 
Gresham b ldgs, , Desig 
ro coms, an ham, Boot Manufacturer. July {17 at 3 at office of Bradley, 
more row, 
White, Philip ddmund dy Leytonstone, Essex, Builder. July 12 at 2 at offices of Pearpoint 
want 00, Leicester sq. Lock, 
Hise High ee pa enema ody ER July 14 at 12,30 at offices of Kilbyjand 


white Spencer, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, a ye & te at 11 at offices 
of Grange and rae St Mary’s chmbrs, West St bag or 
——— nbridge, York, Coal Merchant. July 20 at it ab floes of Paley 
and Buckle, Petargete, 
Wilk: es, Alfred, as , Bookseller. July 15 at 11 at offices of Taylor, 
King st, Wellin, 
ouse, C 1." Beene ee July 17 at 12 at offices of Dubois, 


Serjeant’s inn, Chanes og Dubois and Reid, Pancras 
Woodworth, Edwin, Pen m, Lancaster, Grocer. July 21 at 3 at offices of Cobbett 





and Co, Brown at, Manchester 
— William Hudson, West Go: Lancaster, Beerhouse Keeper. July 18 at 11 at 
ces of Preston and Young, N st, Manchester 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Aprti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat ex! 3 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible bev for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibit 
In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 
Charities on S 


cial Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZE tom : v 


& CO 10,A -street, London, W.C. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C. 


Lato Copying and Engrossing. 


Deeds and Writings engrossed and copied on the Premises, 
with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
charges. A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts, 


LAW PRINTING. 


STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI.- 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s. per folio. 
DEEDS, CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
in form for Registration. 


Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts. 


LITHOGRAPHY. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS, 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 
uced prices. 
PLANS OF ESTATES, SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD- 
ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 


Samples and Catalogues sent post-free. 











AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS 
AND SOLICITORS. 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS, 


This new Ink my my the demand continually made but 
never before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjured b 
Steel or other Metallic Pens. Steel Pens left in this in 
for months do not impair the beauty of its colour, nor are 
the Pens in the least corroded by it. The existing Red 
Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red colour 
if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens. This new 
colour is a very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The 
colour of this ink is not affected by use upon parchment 
and is consequently of great value to Solicitors and 
Draughtsmen. 

Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s., 3s.; and imperial 
quarts of 40 ounces at 6s. each, Also in glass bottles at 
6d, and 1s. each. 

SOLD BY ALL STATIONERS. 





iggy vmonnyg a & CO., Estate and Land 
Agents, Surveyors, and Auctioneers, Lonsdale 

chambers, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C., hold PERIODICAL 

SALES of ae, the MART, the Second Tuesday 

in each month. ilway, School Board, Corporation, 

Board of Works, and other Compensations conducted. 

Valuations for Probate, Mortgages, &e. Estates managed, 
A scale of charges upon application. 





4/1 ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
E.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion should be received not later than 
four days previous to the end of the preceding month. 





URCH PREFERMENT WANTED.— 
Private patrons, interested in the legitimate sale, by 
private treaty, of advowsons, presentations, &c., in favour 
of well-recommended saree should refer to the 
PRIVATE PATRONS’ G ETTE, edited ‘by Mr. W. 
EMERY STARK, Associate Institute of Actuaries, 
F.R.G.8., &. Post-free for six stamps.— Address, 
— W. Emery Srarx & Co., 23, Bedford-street, 


a 


(CHAMBERS to be LET or SOLD, Raymond- 
buildings, Gray’s-inn. Professional or residential ; 
floor. W. P. Moo, 70, Lincoln’s-inn- 


ESTAB? sHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c, 


—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c, Bedroom Furniture, including Beds' and 
Bedding, from £7 10s, per set. 


THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 


N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms, 





AUTHORITY, 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1880. 





Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 

MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
speedily printed in the er form for registration and 
distribution. SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, 
&c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. No Charge for Sketches. 

Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeantes’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





CAUTION :—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
Sole address, 
1, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR, W. 





if INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 





INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild 
and Mellow, Delicious and very Wholesome. 
Universally recommended by the Profession. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. 
The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies. 





I 


it 


y= ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
General Printers, Lonsdale Buildings, 27, Chaucery- 
lane, immediately opposite the Chancery-lane Post-office. 





INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, 
Paris Exhibition, 1878; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, 
the Gold Medal. 

Great Titchfield-street, London, W. 








AW, Parliamentary, and General Printing 
by Yates Alexander & Shepheard, 27, Chancery-lane. 





A UOTIONEERS’ Work, Particulars and 
Conditions of Sale, Posters, &c., printed by Yates 
Alexander & Shepheard. 


pam PHLETS, Books, Newspapers, Circu- 
lars, Rules and Regulations of Societies printed by 
Yates Alexander & Shepheard. 





; EDE AND SON, 
ROBE » @ybd} MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
a or witaal Bensh, Corporation of &e, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1680. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Price 10s. 6d. 


A DIGEST 
: OF ALL THE ; 
CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPREME COURT 
OF JUDICATURE, 
AND ALSO IN THE 
BANKRUPTCY AND ECCLESIASTICAL COURTS, 
WITH 
APPEALS TO THE HOUSE OF LORDS AND 
PRIVY COUNCIL; 
ALSO OF 
CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS IN 
IRELAND ; 
From 2np or NovEMBER, 1880, To 8tx or Ave@ust, 1881. 


By EDMUND FULLER GRIFFIN, Eaa., B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. 
LONDON : 27, CHANCERY-LANE, W.C. 





TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES 
PRawp AND ©00’S OWN SAUOE, 





ours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS, 
A 





PpotteD MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 





{SERN OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 
4 





(TURBILE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 








EROS ALLS LSS for INVALIDS. 





DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The Medical Profession for over Forty Years have ap- 
proved of this pure solution as the bes remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE, 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


And as the safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, 
Ladies, Children, and Infan 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND, 


G LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
XK Route via Crinan and Caledonian Canals). Royal 
Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from Glasgow Daily at 
7 a.m., from Greenock at 9 a.m., conveying, im connection 
with his West Highland Steamers, for Oban, 

bh, Staffa, 


Fort-William, Inverness, Lochawe, Skye, 
Iona, Glencoe, Stornoway, &c. Official Guide, 3d. ; 
trated, 6d. and Is., by , or at W. H. Smith & Sons’ 
Railway Bookstails, ‘Time Bill with Map and Fares free 
from the owner, Davin MacBrarys, 119, Hope-street, 
Glasgow. 








age monetary 9 of Public Companies, 
Acates, Receipts Notices, bo, printed by Yates Alexander 
cates, Receipts ces, &c., pri ates r 
& Shepheard. 27, Chancery-lane. - 


Eyeccunt for Oash allowed by Yates 
Alexander & Shepheard, Lonsdale Buildings, 27. 
Chancery-lane. 


GTATEMENTS of Olaim and Defence, Affi- 








Alexander 





davits, Petitions, Yates 
Fotitions, and Pleadings printed by 


\ ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
| BAKER-STREET.—On view, Portrait Models.of 
KING ALFONSO XII. and VICTOR EM 

G 


Duke and Duchess of EDINBURGH, 
of the UNITED STATES GENERAL 
lying in gate of the lete mecce of Raa, Tap 

Tou Fashion, containing the new 

: with other Court Dresses, 

Burdett- Mr, &.. Th 
ep 
Distinguished Chan 








THE YEAR’S DECISIONS a 








